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HOW STATES COMPARE IN FINANCIAL SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 1982-83

D.,Kent Halstead

This report presents current fiscal year appropriations and supporting
data fair/ comparative analysis of state financing of public higher edu-
cation.- It is based on 2? he fall collection of state appropriations

reported by M.M. Chambers.- The report consists of a model of state

rankings for seven independent factors plus eight derived measurements
which together represent the principal state conditions and financial

actions underlying and governing appropriation levels. Analysis and

interpretation of the data is a state and individual users' responsibility.

The report was first published° in 1976 and is distributed annually in
February to the statewide agencies for postsecondary education. HArdcopy
and microfiche reproduction are 9.7ilable from the Educational Resources
Information Center (ERIC) System.- Selected data are intended to be
published in The Chronicle of Higher Education.

The report includes five data tables:

#1 Seven Factors, State Rankings, Curre Year
#2 Seven Factors, State Alphabetical Listing, Currentyi?
#3 Basic Data, State Alphabetical Listing, Current Year
#4 Seven Factors, State Alphabetical Listing, Historiclal
1/5 Basic Data, State Alphabetical Listing, Historical

The text explains the design'of the model atill the analysis intended,
elaborates on the measurement definitions, and presents a limited macro
analysis.

Design Guidelines and Model Description

The model is intended to report the principal factors governing state
support of public higher education, to indicate how these factors inter-
relate and their relative importance and susceptibility to change, and,

through interstate comparisons, to identify benchmarks for performance
appraisal. While the individual measurements are accurate, the,analysis in
total, fodkused at the state level, lacks the refinement of institutional

1/
- Public, higher education includes all public institutions listed in the
Education Directory Colleges and Universities, National Center for

Education Statistics. To be listed institutions must provide coilege-level
studies, award at least an associate degree, and be accredited by a

_nationally recognized agency. Area vocational technical schools not

Meeting.these criteric are excluded.

2/
- M.A. Chambers, Apuopriations of State Tax Funds.for Operating Expenses
of Higher Education, National Association of State Universities and Land-
Grant Colleges, Washington, D.C.

3/
'- Available approximately July 1st from the ERIC Document Reproduction
Service, P.O. Box 190, Arlington, VA 22210. Tel.. (70)-841-1212. Micro-

fiche $.97 plus $.20 pos,tage; hardcopy $3.90 plus $1.55 UPS charge maximum.



4/
detail necessary for an authoritative study.- The model should therefore
be used only as an early guide to current state financing and should be
followed by more rigorous and comprehensive analysis.

,Six guidelines were followed in designing the model:

1. Because Chambers' data base is aggregate in nature, the model must
have a state-level focus but should include adjustments to account
for differences among states in mix of enrollments by institu-
tional type, which affects overall costs and funding requirements.

2. To permit timely interpretation of the Chambers data, the model
must be presented nearly concurrently with the fall publication of
the Chambers report. This can be done only if the supporting data
are from the previous year. (During periods, of relative stability
and uniform change among states, this inconsistency in data
reporting periods results in only minor differences in state
position compared to positions established using concurrent'data.
This variation is deemed of secondary importance to the need for
prompt analysis.)

3. To permit early release of the model, the number of independent
factors requiring supporting data must be limited without jeop-
ardizing model validity.

4. To show the interrelationships and relative contribution of wkach
factor to the support level achieved, the factors should-Nbe
combined by formula.

5. To facilitate interstate comparisons, all factors should be
identified by arranging data according to state rank and by index-
ing each factor relative to the U.S. average equal to 100.

6. To assist legislators in locating where corrective action is most
feasible, factors should be identified as variable or nonvariable
according to the relative ease or difficulty of state adjustment.

'Application of these guidelines has 'resulted in a model of seven
' independent factors (three largely exogenous to the higher education
system) and eight derived or dependent factors, including a final OUTPUT

4/
For detail of financing revenues and expenditures by institutional

type, see Marilyn McCoy and Kent Halstead, Financing Higher Education in
the Fifty States, 2nd Edition (1979 data), National Center for Higher
Education Management Systems, Boulder, Colorado, 1983. Distributed to
state agencie for postsecondary education and for sale in a limited number
of copies by N EMS.
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measure of financial support. Four of the independent factors are classi-

fied as nonvariable and are collectively labeled INPUTS; three are

adjustable by legislative action and are labeled financial PROCESS factors.
The OUTPUT measure equals the INITTS multiOlied by the PROCESS factors.

The factors combine in the formula as follows:

Student Enrollment (ENROL)

Resident Student College System Student Enrollment

Source (#1) Attendance Ratio (#2) Cost Index (#3) Adjusted (EN L ADJ)

Tax Revenues (TAX)

Tax x Tax x Allocation to Public

Capacity (#4) Effort (#5)
ENROL

State and Local
Appropriations

Per Student (APP)

Higher Education (#6)

State and
Local
Appropriations
per Student (APP)*

Estimated Tuition

x Tuition
]

per Student

[Factor
- 1.00

(#7) (TUITION)*

APP 4. TUITION OUTPUT
Adj Adj

Independent factors are numbered; dependent factors are short titled.

x #2 x #3) INPUTS

#5 x #6 x #7 PROCESS

INPUTS x PROCESS OUTPUT

In brief, the model explains state and local government appropriations

by applying the fiscal actions of taxing effort and allocation to the

state's inherent tax wealth or capacity. Student enrollment is derived by
applying a college attendance ratio to state high school graduates and then
adjusting by a "system cost index" to/derive a measure of financial load

that includes institutional funding ftequirements generally unrelated to

student count as well as those directly associated with enrollment. An

estimation of tuition per student is derived from the historical ratio
(tuition factor) of tuition to appropriations.

*APP and TUITION are repprted in actual dollars per student and dollars per

student adjusted for additional financial load requirements unrelated to
student count using the relevant components of the System Cost Index.



The final OUTPUT measure of estimated appropriations alTivtuition

revenues per student adjusted for load represents a comparable- overall
support level for public higher education provided by state residents. The
INPUT factors of tax capacity, high school graduates, college attendance
'ratio, and system cost are relatively stable, and they establish the basic
economic and organizational conditions within the state under which the
public higher education system must operate. The PROCESS factors of tax
effort, allocation, and tuition factor, in contrast, can be altered by
legislative action and constitute the financial means for yearly adjustment
of state funding levels.

Application of the formula to basic data on each of the states results
in the seven factors in state support of higher educa`tion reported in
tables 1 and 2. Table 1 presents the factors independently by state in
rank order for fiscal year 1983; table 2 presents the factors collectively
by state in alphabetical order. Table 3 presents the 1983 basic data on
which the measurements are calculated. Tables 4 and 5 present the factors
in state alphabetical order and the basic supporting data for fiscal years
1979, 1980, 1981, 1982 and 1983. These data provide opportunity for

limited trend analysis.

Meakurement Definitions

#1--RESIDENT STUDENT SOURh (Public and nonpublic high school graduates
per 1,000 populations.) (B/A)*

A'state's high school graduates are the primary source of entering
freshmen at public institUtions in-state and therefore the best
single starting base for deriving total enrollments:

#2--COLLEGE ATTENDANCE RATIO (Full-time equivalent enrollment in public
institutions of higher education per high school graduate.) (C/B)

The college attendance ratio essentially measures the degree to which a
state provides attractive public higher education opportunities to both
resident and nonresident students, relative to its high school
graduates. The index represents the net effect of the entrance rate of
high school graduates into state institutions, in-migration of
out-of-state students, the retention of students in college, and ege
degree to which students are enrolled part-time as opposed to
full-time. The entrance of high school graduates further reflects
their preparedness for college, the financial and geographical
accessitoi4ty of suitable college programs, and student, parental, and
community disposition toward attendance at state institutions.

5/ Comparability would be further improved by correcting for geographical
differences in the prices colleges and universities pay for goods and serv-
ices. Such an index, currently not available, is discussed as a note at the
end of this paper.

Letters A through H designate the eight elements of basic data described)
beginning on page 13 and presented in tables 3 and 5.

-4-



ENROL--STUDENT ENROLLMENT (Full-time equivalent enrollment in public
institutions of higher education per 1,000 population.) (11 x #2)

f!)

Student enrollment is an approximate load measure for placing revenues and
expenditures on a per user basis. The financing required for
institutional.operations other than instructionsuch as administration,
plant operation and maintenance, libraries, public service, and
reseerchare only indirectly propprtional to the numbers of students..
Fdr'universities, which emphasizefthese operations, student enrollment
understates the actual lbad. On a per student basis, university programs
thus appear more "costly." Since there are differences among states in
enrollment mix sy type of institutionL it is necessary to correct for
greater load, and hence for funding requirements, at universities compared
to larger enrollments at the less costly 4-year and 2-year colleges. The
System Cost Index performs this adjustment function.

While public enrollments represent a state government's primary student
load, resident students receiving state financial aid who attend private
or out-of-state institutions also constitute a load factor not counted by
this measure. However, appropriated financial aid to such students has
been excluded where identified thereby limiting the analysis to the public
institutions within state.

#3STATE HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM COST INDEX (Constructed ,state and local
government appropriations and tuition revRnues per student which are based
on application of prior year national average dollar rates by type of
institution to state enrollmegt mix. Expressed as an index relative to
the U.S. average equal to 100. Separate indexes are also reported for
appropriations and tuition.) _(G)

The System Cost Index is used to adjust student enrollment to derive a
more accurate measure of load by taking into account additional
institutional funding requirements generally unrelated to student count
(e.g., administration, plant operation, research, hospitals, and public
service.) The various types of institutions differ in the emphasis given
to these requirements so that enrollments must be "corrected" to establish
eomparable loads.

The cost index recognizes differences in appropriations and tuition
support requirements for 9 types of institutionsmajor
research/hospital universitiesi, 26 doctoral granting institutions having
sponsored research progrims exceeding $53 million or ho'spital expenditures
exceeding $48 million yearly; Intermediate universities, 54 remaining
doctoral granting institutions not classified as either major
research/hospital or small university; small, universities, 29 doctoral
granting institutions having less than $20 million of sponsored research
and less than $100 million total educational and general expenditures;
comprehensive institutions granting graduate degrees primarily at the
masters level; general baccalaureate institutions awarding most degrees at
the bachelors level; 2-year academic and comprehensive colleges
emphasizing associate and certificate degrees; 2-year occupational
colleges; health professional colleges; and other professional and
specialized institutions. Institutions are classified by the National
Center for Higher Education Management Systems using NCES HEGIS
information.



Universities with large graduate and upper division enrollments, a large
senior faculty, and an emphasis on research and public service have
missions that inherently require a high level of funding. Since the
student count measures only a portion of this load, universities appear
"expensive" to operate on a per student basis. Two-year colleges, on the
other hand, are much less "costly" per student because enrollment is a fairly
accurate measure of load for the mission of providing instruction at the lower
division. States with proportionately more students enrolled in universities
have financial loads that are 10 to 20 percent above the national average.
States with proportionately more students enrolled in 4-year and 2-year col-
leges have system costs per student that are as much as 10 percent below the
national average.

The cost index reports the relative average cost per student a state would
incur for its public system if it financed enrollments at each type of insti-
tution by the national average appropriations and tuition rate per FTE stu-
dent. To compute the index, a constructed financial load per student is first
derived for each state by multiplying the enrollment at each type of insti-
tution within the state by the respective national average appropriation and
tuition rates, summing the derived products, and dividing by the state's total
enrollment. This constructed load divided by the average appropriations and
tuition per student for all institutions for the U.S. equals the system cost
index. Separate indexes are developed for appropriationgi, tuition, and total
appropriations and tuition. The 1980-81 enrollment mix for each state and the
national average appropriations and tuition rates per student used in index
compilation are shown in the table on page 7.

A system cost index of 120, for example, means that the.state enrollment
pattern imposes a financial load per student that is essentially 20 percent
greater than that of the national average enrollment pattern. Multiplying
student enrollments by the system cost index establishes an adjusted student
financial load that is based on common national average funding rates and is
therefore relative to the U.S. average and comparable state-to-state. Appro-
Triations and tuition reported per adjusted student relate dollars to a common
load measure, thereby establishing comparable per student unit funding.

ENROL

ADJ--STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADJUSTED (FTE students in public institutions of
higher education adjusted for system costs per 1,000 population.) (ENROL x
#3)

This is a measure of the combined enrollment and cost load imposed by a
state's public higher education system. Financial load is reporttd in FTE
students.adjusted for the appropriation and tuitipn funding requirements
associated with the enrollment mix by type of institution within the state
higher education system. It is assumed that a state's financial requirements
for each type of institution are similar to national average appropriation and
tuition rates. Where this is true, this measure establishes interstate
comparability of load.



State public FIE enrollment percentage distribution by type of
state and local government appropriations and tuition rates

institution end national verage
per student, 1980-81.

State Maj.Res,
Nosp U

Univ &mall
U

Cantor Gen,BA Two-yr
Aced

Two-yr
Occup

Health
Prof

Other
Prof

ALABAMA 8.9X 27,9% .0X 36.3% .7% 22.0X 3.4X .0X .0%
ALASKA .pc es.ol. . ox 19 .9% . ox 46 4?. 5.77. 3. o 7.
ARIZONA 22.0% 24.3% .0% 8.0Z .0% 44.2% 1.4X .0% .ox
ARKANSAS .0X 28.0% .0% 38.5% 16,9% 11.2% 3.E 2.3%
CALIFORNIA 10.7X 2.1% .7% 26.4X .0% 55.8% 3.8X .2%

COLORADO .0X 34.3% 9.1X 12,7% 17.6% 22.0% .6% 1.2% 2.5%
CONNECTICUT .0X 28 3% .0% 36.5% .0% 26.89., 7,5%
DELAWARE A% 69.3% .0% .0X 7.8% .0% 22.9% ,0% .0%

D.C. .0% .0% .0% 100.0Z .0% .0% .0% .0%
FLORIDA 13,7% 16.6% .0% 14.4X .0% 55.3% .0X
GEORGIA .0% 27,8% 12.2X 26.1X 4.5% 24.7X .9% 1.7% 2,1%
HAWAII .0% 50.1% .0% .0X 9.5% 20,1X 20.4% .0%
IDAHO .0X .0% 28.3X 50.1X 5,6% 16.0X ,OX .0% .0X
ILLINOIS mon 1t.27. 21.0% 13.32. .o% 51.1 1.4%
INDIANA 21,0% 19.8% 11.5X 28.2% 2.6% 3.5% 10,7% 2.8%
IOWA 26.6X 27,1% .0% 11.5X .0X 17,0% 17,8X .0% .0%
KANSAS
KENTUCKY

.0 %

22,0%
42.2 %
17.7%

.0 %

.0%
26.%9::
38.2X 7::2; f ;,!

.4 %

1,6%
2.2% .0%

.0%

LOUISIANA .0% 21.7% .0X 64.9% 4,4% .7% 6.1% 2.2% .0%

MAINE .0X .0% .0% 63,4X 8.2% 6,6% 12.2% 9.6%
MARYLAND ,0% 24.7% .o% 23. 47. 9. 37. 3797. 1.4% 3.3% .0%
MASSACHUSETTS ,OX 17.5% .0% 32.1% 14,5% 28.8% 4.9% 1.9%
t1ICNIGAN 23.9X 7.5% 5.7X 19.5% 6.7% 33.7% 3.1Z .0% .0%
MINNESOTA 39,3% .0% .0% 36,1% 3,6% 19.5% 1.6X .0%
MISSISSIPPI .0% 14.5% 24,9% 13.7X 6.0% 34.0% 4,8% 2.1% .0%
MISSOURI , 18.3% ,0% 6,4% 39.8X 5,0% 24.9% .2X 5.5X'
MONTANA .0% ,0% .0% 68,5X 12.0% 6.4% .0% 13.1%
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

.0%

.0%
31.57.

.0%
.0%
ox

28.67.
GS. 42. 7. 7oT:34.6 7. ao .1?;.4..OoT:4.

.0%

.0%

NEW HAMPSHIRE .0% ,0% 54.8% .0% 28.1% ,0% 17.0% .0%

NEW JERSEY .0% 16,4% .0% 37.0X 5.3% 30.6X 6,9% 1,1% 2.6%
NEW MEXICO ,OX 68.2% .0% 17.2% .0% 10.2% 4.3% .0%

NEW YORK .0% 12,1% 2.8% 30.4% 5.0% 33.0% 12.4X 1,5% 2.8%
NORTH CAROLINA 11.0X 10,0% 4.9X 25.3X 7,6% 6.0% .2%

NORTH DAKOTA .0X .0% 30.2% 29.1X 11.9% 9.1X 13,8% 5,9%
OHIO 26.5% .0% 33.6% 12.5X 1,0% 12.4% 13.7% .2% .1%
OKLAHOMA .0% 39.9% .0X, 15.3% 17.1% 23.8% 1.5% 2.4% .0%
OREGON .0X 17.4% 16.3X 15,4% 1.6% 10,0X 33.0X 1.3% 5.1%
PENNYiLVANIA 11.5% 24.2% .0% 29,3% 3,9% 22.8% 8.0X .1%

RHODE ISLAND .0X 45,6% .0% 24.2X .0% 30.2% .0X .0% .0%

SOUTH CAROLINA .0X 36,0% .0X 7.7X 19.1% 2.5X 32.6% 2.1% .0%

SOUTH DAKOTA ,0% ,0% 27.9% 30.8% 26.0% 1.2% 4,0% 10.1%
TENNESSEE .0X 2 1 . 47. 1Z . 72. 35. 4'i 3.47. 14. 4% lc) .47;
TEXAS 16,3% 9.2% 5.7% 29.1% 1.0X 31.6X 5.4% 1.7% OX

UTAH .07.'-- 59 .51. .ox .0% 20.4% 6,4% 14.7%
VERMONT .8X .0X .0X 65.5X 24.3X 4,9% 5.4X
VIRGINIA 17.11X 12.3% .0% 29.6X 5.5% 21.3% 13.3X .0%

WASHINGTON 21.2X 11.1% .0X 15.3% 1.6X 39.3% 11.5X .0%

WEST VIRGINIA .01X 33,5% .0X 16.3X 38,2% 1.4X 8.0% ,4% 2.1%
WISCONSIN 21.2% 10.5% .0% 35.1X 3,9% 4.2X 25,1X .0%

WYOMING
U.S. AVERAGE

.0%
10.8%

.0%
14.17

55.0%
5.1%

.0%
25.01%

.0%
4.5%

45.0X
29.2X

.0%
8.0%

,0% .0%
.....o4 Nat ona

average

St & Loc AppropAtudent $4,987 $3,863 $2,909 $2,883, $2,399 $2.031 $2,266 $26,220 $3,242 $3,102
Tuition Rev/Student 1,373 1,163 1,222 832 905 468 576 1,729 1,140 836
Approp & Tuition/Student 6,361 5,026 4,131 3,715 3,305 2,499 2,843 27,949 4,3h2 3,938
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#4--TAX CAPACITY (Potential state and local tax revenue as measured by
"representative tax system" per capita.) (D/A)

This index measures the ability or potential of state and local governmentp
to obtain revenues for public purposes through various kinds of taxes. The'
wealth of local residents is only one source of tax revenues; therefore,
this measurement is not equivalent to per capita personal income. Tqx
capacity is measured here by a representative tax system that defines the
tax capacity of a state and its local governments as the amount of revenue
they could raise (rePative to other statelocal governments) every
statelocal system applied identical tax rates (national averages) to fheir
respective tax bases. The sum of c'apacities for all states equals the U.S.
total tax revenues,collected.

r.

#5--TAX EFFORT (State and local government tax revenues collected as a percent
of state and local tax capacity.) (E/D)

Tax effort measures the percentage of state and local government tax
capacity that is actually used. The tax revenues collected for all states
equals total tax capacity nationwide. Since the nationwide effort measure,
by definition, is 100 percent, the measures for individual states indicate
how they compare in,tax collection performance with the national average.

TAX--TAX REVENUES (State and local tax revenue collected per capita.) (1/4 x (/5)

Collected tax revenues represent the wealth available to state and local
governments for public use. The index essentially identifies "rich" versus
"poor" states according to cu,rrent tax income. However, these designations
must be tempered by the fact that some states have far greater social needs
than others. This increases the competition for funding among alternative
uses so that even "rich" states may experience scarce dollars in financing
certain public programs. Some apparently "poor" states, on the other hand,
may have less than average public service requirements so that support
dollars are more readily available. Also price differences among the
states affect the purchasing power of government revenues. Althougl- a
"geographical price index" is not currently available, its ilmportance
warrants discussion, as is noted at the conclusion of this paper.

#6--ALLOCATION TO PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION (percent of state and local
government collected tax revenues that are appropriated or levied for
operating expenses of public higher education.) (F/E)

This ratio suggests the relative importance of financing public higher
education to the funding of other public services in the state and local
government budget. The case for greater allocation must be made against
competing claims of other public service programs. Accordingly, evidence
that education should receive a greater share of the state budget is
suggested by relatively lower appropriations per student compared with
more favorable unit funding of other public services.



APPAPPROPRIATIONS PER STUDENT (State and local tax revenues appropriated or,
levied for current operating expenses of public higher education per FTE
public student. Reported in actual dollars per student and....1n.dollars per
student adjusted for system cost.) (TAX X 1/6/ENROL)

This measure of appropriation.e6/ relative to enrollment and financial
load suggests the commitment of tax revenues of state and local
governments to support public higher education consistent with available
funds and expressed need. The level of appropriations should be judged
as the major source of funding for public institutions. owever, since
some states rely heavily on student tuition to offset lowerappropri7
ations, total funding from both sources should be recognized as a
more comprehensive measure of support for interstate comparisons.

Also reported is the FY 1978 to FY 1983 5-year trend of appropriations
per actual student in constant dollars. The deflat9y used was the
increase in the Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) for FY 1978 to 1982
and an estimate of 8 percent for FY 1982 to 1983 for a derived 5-year
inflation rate of 56 percent. Dividing FY 1963 by FY 1978 appropriations
and then by 1.56 equals the 5-year percent change of appropriations in
dollars of constant institutional purchasing power.

#7T1JITION FACTOR (Ratio of prior year state and local government
appropriations plus student tuition revenues to state and local government
appropriations.) (H)

This immediate past ratio is used to estimate current ye.r tuition
revenues and calculate appropriations and tuition as the otal financial
support for higher education. Higher ratios often_ya44 t a large
proportion of out-of-state students paying higher non-resident tuition
rates. To some extent, the ratio reflects the b lance a state places on
the returns of higher education to the individu l versus society and the
resulting expected proportional payment. High values reflect the position
that the individual is the primary benefactor of his educatiqn and that
students and their parents should, accordingly, pay for most of the costs.
Low values reflect the position that large social benefits result from
higher education and that state and local governments should recognize
these returns through a high appropriation subsidy.

TUITIONESTIMATED TUITION PER STUDENT (Tuition revenues of public higher
education per FTE public student. Reported in actual dollars per
student and in dollars per student adjusted for system cost.) APP

(TUITION FACTOR - 1.00)

Tuition revenues will be underestimated or overestimated if student
charges have been increased disproportionately to increase in
appropriations since the tuition factor was computed (1980-81).
Since tuition charges vary by type of institution, the mix of

; 6/ See "Basic Data Description" section for description of appropriations
collected by M. M. Chambers.

7/ The Higher Education Price Index is published annually in September by
Research Associates of Washington, 2605 Klingle Rd. N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20008. /
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institutions within a state public higher e6lcation system will
effect revenues from this source. To establish interstate
comparability, actual tuition dollars per student are corrected by
the tuition component of the _System Cost Index (#3). In addition to
the effect on tuition levels of arguments about benefits and who
should pay, high tuition cad be justified during financial
difficulties by the need to.fully tap evyry source. Yet many states
believe high tuition is inimical to the basic concept of equal
opportunity, and they establish low charges to provide easy access
and prevent financial hardship.

OUTPUT--APPROPR1ATIONS AND ESTIMATED TUITION REVENUES PER STUDENT ADJUSTED
(Estimated student tuition payments and state and local tax revenues
appropriated for current operating expennes of public highei*education
per FTE studen't adjusted for system cost.) (APP + TUITION)

Tuition and appropriations, which reflect the primary financial
commitment of state residents (and non-resident attending students) to
support public higher education, account for 88.6 percent of current
operating expense revenues°(current funds revenues minus government
grants and contraAs and,sales and service revenues) of public
institutions. As adjusted by the System Cost Index, the dollar
amounts per student are generally comparable state-by-state except
that no correction has been made for differences in costa due to
geography. Variations_ in the level of support contribute to
the qualtty and amount of education, research, and services provided,
and reflect efficiency of operations and economies of scale achieved
by larger state systems.

INPUTS--POTENTIAL TAX REVENUES PER STUDENT ADJUSTED (Potential tax dollars per
FTE student adjusted for system cost.) (114/01 X #2 X #3)

The four input factors (resident student source, college attendance
ratio, system cost index, and tax capacity) together establish a

state's basic tax potential to finance public higher education
relative to. student enrollment load. These factorn are relatively
stable/inherent state conditions generally subject to only modest or
slow alteration. States'with high INPUT levels have great economic
potential to finance publidrhigher education through a combination of
high tax capacity and relatively low student enrollment. States with
a low capacity'load ratio must fully tap a modest potential if public
institutions are to be adequately supported.'

** Appropriat/ions (APP) and tuition (TUITION) are separately converted from
actual dollars/Per FTE student to dollars per adjusted FTE student using the
relevant components of the System Cost Index. The final OUTPUT measure./
rleports appropriations plus tuition revenues adjusted by the System Cost Total
Intipx. However, adjusted appropriations added to adjusted tuition does not
exaetly equal the adjusted total dollar OUTPUT. Thin in because the GUM .of
parts each adjusted by an individual index doer; not exactly equal t0 total
adjusted by a single total iddex. This inconsistopcy must be accommodated
when more than one index of this type iG employed.



PROCESS--COLLECTIVE FINANCIAL ACTIONS (Percent utilization of INPUT factor; to
equal OUTPUT. (#5 X #6 It #7j

The combined PROCESS factors (tax effort, allocation to public higher
qucation, and tuition factor) are the financial actions thal
establish the degree to wgich the INPUT potential tax dollars per
student are actually utilized,to achieve the OUTPUT support level
provided. These three factors Are subject to modification through'
legislative and/or institutional decisionp. States with high PROCESS
levels are,makifig a great effort to finance public higher education,
often because of lowINPUT conditions. States with low PROCESS
percentages either can_afford to do so because of excellent INPUT
conditions or are satisfied with telativelyclow financing.

Analysis Procedure and Findinks

'The *model presented here is designed for the study of public higher
educatsion financing by individual states. The model can be-used for the
following analyses: (1) establishment of a state's relative position for
each' of the seven independent factors and determination of the consequences
of a bigh' or low position on the Aependent conditions (enrollment, tax
revenues, and tuition) and on final Appropriations and ttition OUTPUT; (2)
review of the statue of INPUT conditions to determine'the desirability of
long-run change; (3) review of the financial PROCESS factors to determine
possible Immediate legislative action; (4) selection of peer states and
comparison study to identify benchmarks or goals; and (5) trend analysis of
factor values to determine improvement or,retrograde change anetotdevelop
projectiona for planning.

Beyond Ais micro-focus on individual state *analysis, ,some galeral
observations can be made here regarding the overall (macro) rote of state
governments and citizens in financing public higher education%

VIriance., Variance' is defined here as the three year historical
averagp .of the means of the high and low deviatiens from the national
average, excluding those few states with extreme valUes. PROCESS factors,
which are subject to 7ear4 adjustment, show greater variance than the more
stableINPUT facyprs. Factor #6, Allocation, haft, the greatest variance,
+56 percent (+70%, -43%), followed by factot #5,. Tax Effort, +27%; and
"factor #7, Tuition .Factor,, *22%. This greater latitude in allocation
practices among states contributes more to the variation in resulting
funding levels than any-other fiscal,aátion.

The INPUT factor showing greatest variance is, factor #2, College
Attendance Ratid, +31%; followed"by factor #4, Tax Capacity, 225%; factor
#1 Resident Student Source, +25%; and factor #3, System Coat Index, +21%.
A wide range of.attendance rates have been achieved bY the stetes, some
etate, becoming heavily involved-in the "business" of higher education, and
others choosing to be "debtors" by encouraging their residents to attend
college elsewhere.'



Relationship Between OUTPUT, INPUTS, AND PROCESS. INPUTS and PROCESS
factors have an inverse relationship. States with high INPUTS can and
generally do have low PROCESS values. Yet the INPUT conditions are so
favorable that the resulting OUTPUT usually remains high. Thus, wealthy
states with few students generally provide higher than average financing.'

States with low INPUT conditions must and do have high PROCESS actions
that produce a wide range of OUTPUT levels. Poor states with many students
must struggle to raise even average-level appropriations and tuition.

Key INPUT Factors. States with high tax dollars per student (ad-
'justed) INPUT levels,usually have a'good Tax Capacity plus a combined low
College Attendance Ratio and low System Cost Index resulting in a low
spudent load. Low INPUT levels are usually the result of an above average
College Attendance Ratio and System Cost Index resulting in a high student
load, plus average to low Tax Capacity. The College Attendance Ratio is
the most important INPUT factor; it also exhibits the greatest range.
Thus, over an extended period, the states have established widely varying
responses in defining their obligation to provide educational opportunity
to their residents and in their ability to attract

*
nonresidents.

Key PROCESS Fattors. Of the three PROCESS factors, the Allocation
Rate, as expected, is the strongest financial action taken by states in
financing higher education. States with a high PROCESS level allocate
large percentages of their collected tax revenues to higher education,
although there are many exceptions (e.g., Vermont which relies on a high
Tuitfon Factor). Low PROCESS states invariably have low Allocation Rates.
Neither Tax Effort nor the Tuition Fdctor appears to correlate signifi-
cantly with the final PROCESS level. ko state has.high values for all
three PROCESS factors. Arizona comes c]lisest, ranking 11th in Tax Effort,
13th in Allocation Rate, and 21:1th in the Tuition Factor.

Wealth and System Cost. With the exception of Hawaii, the seven
richest states in the union in tax revennes operate the least expensive
public higher education systems. Alaska, New York, Wyoming, District of
Columbia, Massachusetts, New Jersey, and California emphasize attendance at
4-year and 2-year colleges with resulting system funding requirements (at
national aveFage rates) from 5 to 23 percent below(the U.S. norm. Where
funding reqdirements are high in Nebraska, Kansas, Minnesota, Indiana, New
Mexico.,, and a number of other states, the cause is a historitally
predominant university structure mid a relatively small 2-year college
system rather than inherent stateowealth.

Relationship Between Appropriations and Tuition. High appropriations
can be accompanied by either high tuition (New York) or low tuition (Dis-
trict of Columbia). Low appropriations, however, are often compensated,for
by high student charges as in the case of New Hampshire, Vermont, and
Colorado.

Achievement Records. Seven states--Arizona, Mississippi, Nebraska,
Wisconsin, Alabama, Utah, South Carolina--have done the most with the
least. Ranking lowest in INPUTS and highest in PROCESS, these seven states
have done their beat to respoled to an exceptionally difficult financing
challenge. New York also deserves special notite for having responded to
high INPUT conditions (11th), not with a typical low PROCESS level but with
an equally high PROCESS (18th).
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In terms of performing least with the most, New Hampshire has high
INPUT conditions (10th) yet responds with an extremely low PROCESS (50th)
leading to a low OUTPUT (47th).

Trends. The time span of five years for which data is provided is
sufficient to reflect minor trends. The data of tables 4 and 5 for fiscal
years 1978, 1980, 1981, 1982, and 1983 generally reflect modest and
irregular changes. Occasionally a sharper consistent change in one orylore
measures may occur in a particular state. These should be noted and the
consequences of their possible continuation considered.

Of special importanCe is the maintenance of Amirchasing povier. The
five-year change in appropriations per student in constant dollars is
reported in table 1. Inflation of. 56 percent for 1978-83 was estimated"
based on the 1978-82 change in 'the Higher.Education Price Index and a one
year projection for 1982-1983 of 8 percent. Nationally there Was a 7.7
percent loss in appropriations per student in real dollars for the five
year period. In eighteen statqs thejmrchasing power of appropriations per
stUdent was reduced by more than 15 percent. This errosion in financing is
an exceptionally serious problem which should be fully documented by the
states affected.

Basic Data Description and Release Schedule

The eight elements of data used in the modelsare identified by an
alphabetical letter and described below. The release or publication dates
of the data ere Oown in .the following diagram, and the sdurces for the
data are listed below.

Reporting Date/Period Release Dates
Year 1 Year 2

A. Population JulY 81 ... . . Feb. 82

B. High School , Spring 81 Sept. 82
-Graduates

C. Enrollment

D. Tax Capacity

E. Tax Revenues

-
F. Apioropriations

Fiscal Year 3

G. Tuition Factor

If. System Cost
Index

Fall 81 . . . . June 82

Fiscal Year 81 Sept. 82

Nov./Dec.
FY 83

Fiscal Year 81 Oct. 82



A, Resident Population, in thousands.

Source: Current Population Reports: PopulationEstimates and
Pro ections, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, Washington, D.C.

B. High School Graduates (Public and nonpublic). Excludes
equivalency ceztificates and graduates from other programs.

Source: Statistics of Public Elementary and Secondary. Schools
. and Statistics of State School Systems, U.S. Depaftment
of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Washington, D.C.

C. Fyll-Time-Equivalent Enrollment in Public Institutions of Higher
Education.

Source: Fall Enrollment in Higher Education, 19-, U.S.
Department of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics, Washington, D.C.

FTE enrollment as collected by HEGIS equals full-time students
plus FTE of part-time students as determined by reporting
institutions. FTE enrollment was reviewed by State Higher
Education Finance Officers (SHEFO) in every state.

D. State and Local Government Ta* Capacity, in tousands-.

4

Source: Preliminary 1981 Estimates, Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations, Washington, D.C.

E. State and Local Government Tax Revenue Collected, in thousands.

Source: Preliminary 1981 Estimates, Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations, Washington, D.C.

F. State and Local Government Tax Revenues Appropriated or Levied for
Operating Expenses of Public Higher Educatlon, in thousands.

Source: Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses
of Higher Education, 19--, M.M. Chambers, Office of
Research and Information, National Association of State
Universities add Land-Grant Colleges, Washington, D.C.
Appropriations were reviewed by State Higher Education
Finance Officers (SHEFO) in every state.
Local government data are collected by the Council for
Postsecondary Education, State of Washington, Olympia,
Washington.

Chambers' measure of state tax appropriations is supplemented in this
analysis by the addition of local government tax appropriations to higher
ducation. In addition, state tax appropriations going to independent
higher education institutions and for financial aid to students attending
private or out-of-state institutions (when identified) have been subtracted
from the Chambers appropriations total, since the focus here is on support

-14-
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to the putaic sector. Also, .appropriatiOns for vodational-technical
schools 'which do not offer college-level studies (not lifted in the NCES
Education Directory) have been excluded when identified since their
enrollments are not reported by HEGIS. Appropriations have been adjusted
to amounts as of January 1, 1983.

Appropriations as collected by Chambgrs exclude sums derived from any
source other than state tax funils. Appropriaticift for capital outlay are
excluded; only sumra appropriated for operating expenses tye included. Also
excluded Are tuition charges collected by the institution and remitted to
the state as an offset to the state appropriation. Sums destined for
higher education but approptiated to some other state agency are included,
as are sums appropriated tO statewide coordinating boards or agencies,
state scholarships or other student financial aid, and aid to local public
community colleges and for vocational-technical 2-year colleges or for
institutions ,that are predominantly, for high school graduates and adult
(indents.'

This definition includes appropriations for all activities and support
elements of higher education within a state including medical centers and
teaching hospitals, research institutes and ,laboratories, agricultural
experiment stations, cooperative extension service, public television,
intercollegiate athletics, board of regents, coordinating commission,
student aivl, fringe benefits, etc. The funding of these support operations
are .only indirectly related to student count. To the extent Ahat the
finaRcial requirements of these'activities among states are proportional to
enrollment mix by type of institution, adjustment of enrollments by the
System Cost Index establishes reasonably equivalent unit financial load and
hence interstate comparability of funding per adjusted student.

G. State Higher Education System Cost Index.

Source: Derived from U.S. Department of Education, NAional Center for
Education Statistics finance and enrollment data. Institutions
classifed and data computed by the National Center for Higher
Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) Boulder, Golorado.
Contact Officer: Paul Brinkman.

H. Tuition Factor.

Source: Appropriations--see F. above.
Tuition and feesFinancial Statistics of Institutions of
Higher Education, U.S. Department of Education, National
Center for Education Statistics, Washington, D.C.

Comparability of Data

The signifigant technical and structural differences among states in
their postsecondary education systems, financing structures, and accounting
practices reduce the validity of comparative studies. Substantial progress
is being made çoward reducing technical differences by tightening
definitions and âcouraging responsible repotting and state review.
Inherent structuraldifferences, however, cannot be equated by improved
data collection. CoMparability here is usually established by "adjusting"
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the data in some manner to account for4he different ways in which the1 -

states organize to provide higher education. Here, also, progress is being
made by improvements in the System Cost IndeX used in this model. But aserious pioblem of universe definition remains.

Outlined below, in order of seriousness; are the major remaining problems
impairing the comparability of data used in this study. Some of these
problems cannot q,e resolved because of the conflict between thecomplexities of financing higher education and a model limited by 91eintended purposes of this study. But problems of a technical nature could
be resolved simply by refinement of definitions by collecting agencies and
reporting institutions.

Structural Proi;lems

1. The higher education universe used in this study is defined by the
Education Directory, Colleges and Universities published by the NationalCenter for Education Statistics. The Directory includes 2-year
vocational-technical institutes that are nationally accredited and thataward associate degrees. Encrollment in this universe includes onlystudents taking degree credit , courses. The Directory excludes
vocational-technical institutes and area vocational centers that are notaccredited and do not award an associate degree.

Because the included and excluded vocational-technical institutes have
some similar programs, there is inconsistency in the institutionl universeat Ole program level. And since entire state systems of these types of
institutions fall in one category or the other, the problem is significant.Stares with a sizeable proportion of enrollments in technical institutesexcluded from the universe are: Alabama, Arkansas, Colorado, Kansas,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Minnesota, lftlahoma, South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah,Vmrmont, and Washington. For these states, the exclusion of such schools
results in a lower attendance rate, a higher system cost index, a lower
allocation rate, and higher appropriations and tuition per student than
would have occurred had they been included.

This inconsistency in the universe from a program standpoint and itseffect on the indexes of this study are recognized. However, at present,
argument in favor of continued use of the higher education universe asdefined by the NCES Directory is persuasive. In most states the excluded
vocational-technical institutes are not considered an integral part of thehigher education system. They are usually independently organized,planned, and funded. 'More important, these schools are strictly
occupationally oriented with little or no general education or collegiatemission, and they are not accredited; two fundamental attributes of allinstitutions in the higher education universe. Thus for most statesexclusion of these institutes is reasonable and defendable from both apractical and philosophical standpoint.

0



2. Tax revenues as reported in this study do not represent the total -

fiscal resources available to a state to support public services. Nontax
reVenues* and Federal revenue sharing funds, which vary greatly from state
to state, are not included. Although these revenues are often designated
for special uses, they may offset the need,for tax funds for other public
service requirements including higher education. Thus total revenues may
be a more valid measure of state resources available to support public
higher education than tax revenues alone. Arguments against incldsion of
nontax revenues are based on two factors: (1) taxes are the near-exclusive
source of revenues for appropriations for 'higher education, and (2) tax

rates and hence total tax revenues are probably not significantly affected
by the,amount of nontax revenues collected.

3. This study presents total tuition payments without distinguishing
between resident and tonresident components, which clouds the

interpretation of average tuition. State with a large proportion of

nonresident students have a reported average tuition level that is

substantially above that for residents. This composite average can easily
be misunderstood. However, the purpose here is to report the financial
role of aggregate tuition, and rio inference of precise per-student tuition
rates should be made from the data.

4. A number of secondary factors that indirectly influence state

financing of higher education are not congidered in the model given its
focus on early reporting and analysis of basic data. The principal factor
that is excluded is the private sector and its role in providing
postsecondary education opportunities that complement and thereby offset
state public higher education responsibilities. States with large private
sectors recognize the shared responsibility to residents and design their
public systems accordingly. The multiple effects of a strong in-state
private sector on virtually all'of the factors in this model are not now
taken into account, although possible adjustments in the model for this

tiurpose are being studied.

Also, there are no adjustments for the effects on financing of certain
physital factors that vary among states, and this, too, reduces the

comparability of data. These factors include population density and the
resulting need for multiple, dispersed institutions to provide geographical
accessibility, institutional sizes and resulting economies of scale,

geographical price differences in the goods and services purchased by
colleges and universities, and the effect'.of location on heating and

cooling requirements, snow removal, and the like.

*Nontax revenues are receipts from such diverse sources as fees and

charges, rents, fines, interest earnings, and net profits from
government-operated utilities, gas and water companies, and liquor stores.
Tuition payments are a iorm of nontax revenue.
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Finally, there are a number c) effects on funding requirements and
thus in comparability caused by variations in financing practices. Capital
expenditures is one example. Although the appropriations presented exclude
plant investment, the approach used by each state to finance capital costa
influences its current operations funding. Some states finance capital
costs through direct appropriations to institutions, others through revenue
bonds or direct state expenditures. At least one state uses tuition

. appropriations for operations than would be neede& if tuition were used for
this purpose.

Technical Problems

1.. Appropriations for public services, for research and experimertt
stations, and for university hospitals vary considerable among the states.
These variations result from differences in' providing citizens with the
specialized services of state universiOes. Comparability is impaired when
a few states provide a level of support that far exceeds the norm, most
notably for indigent patient care. To avoid distortion of state
appropriations, these exceptional amounts should be adjusted to conform to
the average.

2. Opening fall FTE enrollment does not represent a full year student
load and the NCES Highey Education General Information Survey (HEGIS) does
not establish a standard definition for "full-time-equivalent student."
The varying size of summer school programs are Ilot reflected in a single
enrollment count. Fall enrollment understates the student load for states
with large summer school programs, and overstates load where summer
programs are small. To the extent that institutions use different formulas
for identifying FTE's, their FTE enrollment data lack comparability. Most
institutions likely use similar conversion's of part-time to

full-time-equivalents (roughly one-ihird), which reduces the seriousness of
this inconsistency. However, standardized conversion, perhaps by type of
institution, would materially improve the comparability of this critical
data component.

3. The state appropriations and student tuition revenues Used in
study to compile the Tuition Factor are based on gross amounts from each
source as collected by Chambers and NCES. Total revenues may therefore be
overstated to the extent that student financial aid is counted both as an
appropriation and is a-tuition revenue.

4. In some states, tuition and fees and/or sales and service revenues
are 'remitted to the state and then legislatively reappropriated to the
institution. NCES and Chambers give specific instructions that such
remitted amounts should be deducted from the gross state appropriations
amount and added to the respective Driginal source amount. These
instructions have not always been followed with resulting overstatement of
appropriations.

5. Sums destined for colleges and universities but appropriated to
another agency should be added to state appropriations for higher
eAucation. Until recently, some states failed to report fringe benefits so
disbursed; however, this appears to have been corrected. However, some
states defer the financing of retirement benefits, which understates
current year contributions.
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SPECIAL NOTE

The model presented in this study is intended to include the basic
measurable factors affecting state financing of higher education. An
eighth factor--a geographical price index--is recognized as an important
future addition. This Special Note defines this index and explains how
interstate comparisons of financial data would be improved by its use.

GEOGRA'PHICAL PRICE INDEX (An index to reflect differences in

purchasing power among states due to geographical variation in the prices
paid by colleges and universities for the same goods and services.)
Currently unavailable.

The cost of providing public education varies considerably from state
to state. Because higher education is labor intensive, much of this
variation is due to differences in wages paid to faculty and
administrators. Wages vary across the country as the result of such
faCtors as unionization, the urbanization of an area, differences in cost
of living, and the climate and social attractiveness of an area, among
others. Prices paid by colleges and universities for raw materials,
energy, construction, and equipment also vary depending on proximity to
supplier and local demand.

A geographical price index'would compare the prices paid for the same
goods and services in different locations, where the amount and quality of
these goods and services are equal. (The fact that the business of higher
education is conducted somewhat differently from one place to another
because climate and terrain impose different requirements for heating,
colling, snow removal, etc., is not considered in a price index.) For
higher education, a price index would report differences among states in
the prices paid for exactly the same mix of faculty and administrators of
equivalent quality performing the same work, together with the prices paid
for all other items of fixed description purchased in tbe educational-
market basket. The difficulty of holding quality constant has prevented
construction of such an index, although some investigation has been made.

A geographical price index could be used to adjust state and local
government appropriations anod tuition revenues to reflect equivalent
purchasing power. From exploratory studies, values of a Price index for
public services have, ranged from as much as 45 percent above the national
average (Alaska) to 20 percent below for a number of states. Approximately
15 states might exceed +10% of the national average. Given this degree of
variance, interstate comparability of higher education financing would be
vastly improved if such an index were available.
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, Table 1 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 1982-83
0/1 /12 .

. Resident Student Source College Attendance Ratio
High School Graduates Fall 1981
Spring 1981 men School Grads FTE Public Student, par

per 1,000 Population Index

1. MINNESOTA
- 2. NORTH DAKOTA

3. SOUTH -DAKOTA
4. IOWA
5. WISCONSIN
6. NEBRASKA
7. MAINE
8. MASSACHUSETTS(
9. MONTANA
10. CONNECTICUT
11. MICHIGAN
12. OHIO
13. DELAWARE

° 14. NEW HAMPSHIRE
15. NEW JERSEY
16. HAWAII
17. INDIANA
18. PENNSYLVANIA
19. MARYLAND
20. NEW MEXICO
21. VERMONT
22. ILLINOIS
23. MISSOURI
24. IDAHO
25. RHODE ISLAND
26. ALASKA
27. ARKANSAS
28. UTAH
29. VIRGINIA
30. KANSAS
31. NEW YORK
32. LOUISIANA
33. SOUTH CAROLINA .

34. OKLAHOMA
35. WYOMING
36. COLORADO
37. KENTUCKY
38. MISSISSIPPI
39. WASHINGTON
40. ALABAMA'
41, WEST VIRGINIA
42. NORTH CAROLINA
43. GEORGIA
44. TENNESSEE
45. TEXAS
16. OREGON
47. NEVADA'
48. CALIFORNIA
49. 0 C.
50. ARIZONA
51. FLORIDA

16.5
16.2
16.1
16.0
15.8
15.5
15.4
15.2
15.2
15.0
15.0
14.8
14.7
14.6
14.5
14.4
14.4
14.4
14.3
14.2

4'14.Z
13.7
13.7
13.5
13.5
13.4
13,4
13.4
13.2
13.1
13.1
13,0
13.0
12.9
12.8
12.7
12.6
12.6
12.6
12.5
12.5
12.4
12.3
12.2
12.1
11.5
11.1
11.0
10.2
10 I

9 7

High School Graduat Index
126 I.,ARIZONA
123 2. CALIFORNIA
122 3. OREGON
122 4. WASHINGTON
120 S. COLORADO
117 6, KANSAS
117 7. NORTH DAKOTA
115 8. DELAWARE
116 9, OKLAHOMA
114 10. MISSISSIPPI
114 11. TEXAS
112 12. ALABAMA
112 13. NORTH CAROLINA
III 14. VIRGINIA
110 15. WYOMING
109 16. HAWAII
109 17, WISCONSIN
110 18. UTAH
109 19. NEVADA
108 20. FLORIDA
108 -21. MICHIGAN
104 22. MONTANA
104 23. NEW MEXICO
103 24. WEST VIRGINIA
102 25. NEBRASKA
102 26. ILLINOIS
101 27. ALASKA
102 28. LOUISIANA
100 29. SOUTH CAROLINA
99 30 TENNESSEE
100 31. MARYLAND
99 32. IDAHO
98 33 SOUTH DAKOTA

34. RHODE ISLAND
97 '35. KENTUCKY
97 -3 . VERMONT
96 . INDIANA

98

95
96
94
95
94
93
92
92
87
84
84
78
76
74

UNITED STATES 13 2 100

3 4 MINNESOTA
_49 MISSOURI

VIM, IOWA
41. NEW YORK '
42. OHIO
43. GEORGIA
44. ARKANSAS
45. NEW,JERSEY
46. NEW HAMPSHIRE
47. MASSACHUSETTS
48. MAINE
49. CONNECTICUT
50. PENNSYLVANIA
51 D.C.

PI ftlattlp0lutiptil 5gstrig. High school graduatS
per 1.000 population 18lAl. This is the primary some* of
ntering frstunsn at public institutions in the state and is
therttfor the best single tarting base for deriving total
enrollments. IINPUT fectovl

4.23
3.69
3 15
3.02
2.94
2.88
2.74
2.62
2.57
2.56
2.56
2.52
2.51
2.50
2.45
2.44
2.42
2.41
2.37
2.32
2.27
2.25
2.22
2.22
2.21
2.16
2.13
2.13
2.13
2.10
2.09
2.01
1.98
I 95
1.94
1.93
I 86
1.85
1.84
1.83
I 81
1.79
1.72
I 69
1.57
I 54
I 45
I 42
1.40
1.34
1.28

UNITED STATES 2 23

189
165
141

135
132
129
123
117
115
115
115
113
113
112
110
109
108
108
106
104
102
101
99
99
99
97
95
95
95
94
94
90
89
87
87
86
83
83
82
82
81
8O
77
76
70

65
64
63
60
57

100

EMUNL
Student Enrollment
Fall 1981 (111 X C)

Env...a:me Students
pp 1,000 Population

I. NORTH DAKOTA 44,3
2. ARIZONA 42.6
3. CALIFORNIA 40.7
4. DELAWARE 38.6
5, WASHINGTON 38.1
6 WISCONSIN 38.1
7. KANSAS 37.8
8. COLORADO 37.4
9. OREGON 36.1
10. HAWAII 35.1
11. MONTANA 34.3
12. NEBRASKA 34.2
13. MICHIGAN 33.9
14. OKLAHOMA 33.1
IS. VIRGINIA 33.0
16. UTAH 32.4
17. MISSISSIPPI 32.1
18. SOUTH DAKOTA 31.8
19.. NEW MEXICO 31.5
20. WYOMING 31.5
21. ALABAMA 31.3
22. NORTH CAROLINA 31 1

23. TEXAS 31 0
24. MINNESOTA 30 7
25. MARYLAND 30.0
26 ILLINOIS 29.7
27. IOWA 29 3
28 ALASKA 28 5
29. WEST VIRGINIA 27 8
30. LOUISIANA 27.7
31. SOUTH CAROLINA 27 6
32. VERMONT 27 5
33. IDAHO 27.2
34. INDIANA 26.8
35. OHIO 26 5
36. NEVADA 26.2
37 RHODE IStANO 26.2
38. TENNESSEE 25 6
39 MISSOURI 25 3

' 40 KENTUCKY 24 6
41. NEW YORK Z3 7
42. NEW JERSEY 22 8
43. ARKANSAS

, 22.6
44. FLORIDA 22.6
45. NEW HAMPSHIRE 22 6
46. MASSACHUSETTS 22 I

47. MAINE 21.8
48. GEORGIA 21 I

49. CONNECTICUT 21 0
50. PENNSYLVANIA 19 3
51. D.C. 13 1

02 c_gliciLt AtiliOncle RCM. Full tinw-eQuivI0ni
enrollment in public institutions of higher ductoon pey high
school ginduate ICIVII This ratio measures ihe degree to
which siat provides attractive and ccessible opporiunits
for higher education to both Instet and out-ol-stat stu-
dents vImive to size df its resident siudent sourcs

IINPUT factor)

UNITED STATES

Index
150
145
138
131
129
129
128
127
123
119
116
116
115
112
112
110
109
108
107
107
107
106
106
104
102
101
100
97
94
94
94
93
93
91
90
89
89
87
86
84
81
77
77
77
77
75
74
72
71
66
45

29 4 100

ENROL kitoligp frugilment Full lime.equivlent sludenis in
public institutions of higher ducrition per 1,000 population
11 //21. Thus Is an approximai load measur fru placing
revenue* for curvent opelaling xpensres on a per user unit
basis. The financing vequird lot adminislrtion, plant opwlion
and maintenance, libraries, public setvic and rsesitch will only
Induactly proportional to the number of students )

5
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Table I SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT
03
System Cost Index
1980-81

Appop. ifulikm Totifi

OF HIGHER EDUCATION 1982-83
ENROL AI)J
SrAent Enroflment Adjusted
Fail 1981 (ENROL x 03)

Public Studants Load
Adjusted per 1.000 Population India

04
Tax
1981

Capacity

DoRmetwCqmul hulexI. NEBRASKA 130 114 127 1, NEBRASKA 43.4 148 1. ALASKA 3,333 3242. MINNESOTA 113 115 113 2. ARIZONA 43.4 148 2. WYOMING 2,226 2163. KANSkS 115 107 113 3. OELAWARE 42.8 145 3. NEVAOA 1,523 1484. LOUISIANA 113 107 112 4. KANSAS 42.7 145 4. TEXAS 1,360 1325. INDIANA 110 121 112 5. NORTH OAKOTA 40,3 137 .5. OKLAHOMA 1,311 1276. NEW MEXICO 110 119 112 6. WISCONSIN 39.6 135 6. NORTH DAKOTA 1,271 1237. OKLAHOMA 114 107 112 7. LOLORADO 39.2 133 7. LOUISIANA 1,200 1178. IOWA III 113 III a. OKLAHOMA 37.0 126. 8. CALIFORNIA 1,186 1159: DELAWARE 108 119 111 9. WASHINGTON 36.9 126 9. NEW MEXICO 1,169 11410. ARKANSAS 112 107 111 10. OREGON 35.7 122 10, MONTANA 1.168 11311. MARYLAND 113 97 110 II, NEW MEXICO 35.3 120 11. COLORADO 1,161 11312. KENTUCKY 108 114 109 12. CALIFORNIA 35.0 119 12. D.C. 1,143 11113. OHIO 109 122 109 13. MINNESOTA 34.7 118 13-. DELAWARE 1,142 III14. TENNESSEE 109 107 109 14. HAWAII 34.7 118 14. CONNECTICUT 1,132 11015. SOUTH CAROLI NA 109 105 108 15. MICHIGAN 34.3 117 15. KANSAS 1,125 10916. TEXAS 109 102 107 16. UTAH 34.3 117., 16. NEW JERSEY 1,07B 10517. UTAH 104 117 106 17. TEXAS 33.2 113 17 HAWAII 1,026 10518. GEORGIA 106 107 106 18. VIRGINIA 33.0 112 18, ILLINOIS 1,070 10419. COLORADO 103 .110 105 19. MARYLAND 33.0 112 19. IOWA 1,053 10220. WISCONSIN 103 107 104 20. MISSISSIPPI 32.8 111 20. FLORIDA 1,041 10121. WEST VIRGIN! A 99 113 102 21. IOWA 32 5 III 21. MINNESOTA 1,031 10022. PENNSYLVANIA 101 103 102 22. MONTANA 31.9 108 . 22. WASHINGTON 1,021 9923. ARIZONA 102 102 102 23. ALABAMA 31 7 106 23,. OREGON 1,019 9924. MISSISSIPPI 102 102 102 24, LOUISIANA 31.0 105 24. MARYLAND 1,009 9625. MICHIGAN 100 104 101 25. INOIANA 30.0 102 25. NEBRASKA 997 9726. ALABAMA 100 105 101 26. SOUTH DAKOTA 29.9 101 26. MICHIGAN 990 9627. ILLINOIS 101 96 100 27. SOUTH CAROLINA 29.8 101 27 MASSACHUSETTS 909 9628. VIRGINIA 99 102 100 28. ILLINOIS 29.7 101 26 NEW HAMPSHIRE 902 9529. RHODE ISLAND 98 103 99 29, NORTH CAROLINA 29.2 99 29 OHIO 972 9430. OREGON 99 102 39 30. OHIO 26 9 98 30. VIRGINIA 969 9431. HAWAII 97 104 99 31. WEST VIRGINIA 28 3 96 31. MISSOURI 948 9232. CONNECTICUT 100 98 96 32. TENNESSEE 27 9 95 32. WISCONSIN 936 9133. MISSOURI 98 105 99 33. WYOMING 27 1 92 33. INDIANA 932 9134. WASHINGTON 97 96 97 34. KENTUCKY 26.8 91 34. PENNSYLVANIA 931 9035. NEW JERSEY 95 92 95 35. RHOOE ISLANO 25 9 88 35. WEST VIRGINIA 926 9036. D.C. 92 98 94 36. ARKANSAS 25.1 85 36. NEW YORK 916 8937. SOUTH DAKOTA 89 115 94 37. ALASKA 25 I 85 37. ARIZONA 913 8938. NEW YORK 95 89 94 38. MISSOURI 25.0 85 38. IDAHO 891 8739. NORTH CAROLINA 93 99 94 39. I0A110 24 8 84 39. UTAH 890 8640. NEW HAMPSHIRE 85 121 93 40. VERMONT 24.2 82 40. SOUTH DAKOTA 886 8641'; MONTANA . 90 101 93 41. NEW YORK 22.3 76 41. VERMONT 864 8442. FLORIDA 112 90 II 42. GEORGIA 22.3 76 42 KENTUCKY 844 8243. IDAHO 87 105 91 43. NEVADA 22.0 75 43, ARKANSAS 640 8244. NORTH DAKOTA 86 107 91 44. NEW JERSEY 21 6 74 44 GEORGIA 836 8145. MASSACHUSETTS 69 93 90 45. NEW HAMPSHIRE 21.0 71 45 RHOOE ISLANO 627 BO46. MAINE 88 96 90 ° 46. CONNECTICUT 20.8 71 46. NORTH CAROLINA 819 BO47 ALASKA 87 89 88 47. FLORIDA 20.6 70, 47. MAINE 616 7948. VERMONT 96 97 86 48. MASSACHUSETTS 19 9 67 48. TENNESSEE 843 7949. WYOMING 80 104 86 49. MAINE 19.7 67 49. SOUTH CAROLINA 774 7550. CALIFORNIA 87 82 86 50. PENNSYLVANIA 19.7 67 50. ALABAMA 767 7451. NEVAOA 83 84 84 51 0.C. 12 9 42 51 MISSISSIPPI 737 72

UNITED STATES 100 100 100 UNITEO STATES 29 4 100 UNITE13 STATES 1.029 100
3 SYIt1m_c9itt IP4m construclad stat ond local
overnment appeofeelatIons and tuition revenue per student
based on application ol peloe yew national ammo dolls,
rates by type of inslioution to tat neollment mitt 101
Lived to derive a mov accueet mssage' of linancial load
by taking Into eccount Institutional funding tegultements
lot research. public ettayIce. anal other functions genitally
unrelated to student count. ONPUT lector)

ENTIOt AW filygga Emoimitni_ Ashvft td. combined
nrollment and cost load imposd by stote's public
hiphos education sytem TENVIOL x 031. Financil load
i reported In FTE students adjusted- for the appropro-
lion and tuition lunding requirements associald with,
the enrollment mix by type ol institution within this

Public higher ducation system.

N4 Tit" (wet Ily The potentiI ol stat and local
governments to obtain rvenues Tor public purposes through
various kinds of lases ID/A) Iliiasiod by "reprsent
live lig. system- that defines the tax capacity ol a stat
and its local governments s the amount ol rirvenue they
could vase II all 50 siale-local sylems applied identicI

!plc' Motional averages/ to their reispeclivis tar boas.
-liffikiT factor/

.)



Table 1 SEVEN FWOFISIN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 1942-83
#5 . TAX
Tax Effort , Tax Rey80U8
1981 1981 (04 x #5)

#6
Allocation to
Public Higher Education

Percent Indox Whys per Capite Index 1982-83 Percent of
Tex Revenues index

1. ALASKA 184.5 184 t. ALASKA 6.148 597 1. NORTH CAROLINA 17.2 1652. NEW YORK 171.0 171' 2. D.C. 1.662 161 2. NORTH DAKOTA 16.9 1623. D.C. 145.5 145 3. WYOMING 1.614 157 3. MISSISSIPPr 16.4 1574. MASSACHUATTS, t34.0 134 4. NEW YORK 1.567 152 4. TEXAS 16.2 1555. RHODE ISLAND 129.9 130 5. HAWAII 1.353 :13) 5. SOUTH CAROLINA 15.46. HAWAII . 125.7 126 6. MASSAC'HUSETril 1.325 128 6. UTAH 15.0 1447. WISCONSIN 120.3 120 7. NEW JERSEY 1.204 117 7. KANSAS 14.7 1408. MICHIGAN 116.1 116 8. CALIFORNIA 1.190 116 8. ALABAMA 14.6 1409. MAINE 113.2 1t3 8. CONNECTICUT 1.162 113 9. WYOMING 14.3 13710. NEW JERSEY 111.7 112 10. MICHIGAN 1.150 112 10. NEW MEXICO 14.1 13511. MINNESOTA 108.8 109 11. 'WISCONSIN %. 1.125 109 11. NEBRASKA 13.9 13312. MARYLAND 107.4 Lio7 12. ILLINOIS 1.124 108 12. HAWAII 13.8 13413. ARIZONA 105.8 13. MINNESOTA 1.121 109 13. ARIZONA 13.6 13014.. VERMONT 105.2 105 14. MARYLAND 1.084 105 14. KENTUCKY 13.3 12715. ILLINOIS 105.0 15. MONTANA 1.079 105 15. OKLAHOMA 13.1 12616. PENNSYLVANIA 104.8 105 16. RHODE ISLAND 1 ,075. 104 16. DELAWARE 13.0 12417. CONNECTICUT 102.7 103 17.'NEW MEXICO 1.041 101 17. IDAHO 12.8 12318. OREGON 101.2 101 18. IOWA 1.034 100 18. 'VIRGINIA 12.7 12219. CALIFORNIA 100.3 100 18. OREGON 1.031 100 19, COLORADO 12.5 12020. IOWA 88.2 88 20. DELAWARE 892 96 20. CALIFORNIA 12.5 12021. GEORGIA 17.3 97 21. KANSAS 979 85 21. ARKANSAS 12.3 11772. UTAH 97.0 97 22. PENNSYLVANIA 875 95 22. LOUISIANA 12.1 11623. SOUTH CAROLINA 95.3 95 23. COLORADO 870 94 23. WEST VIRGINIA 12.1 1162.0. NORTH CAROLINA 95.3 95 24. ARIZONA .867 94 24. IOWA 12.1 11625. NEBRASKA 94.8 95 25. OKLAHOMA 952 92 25. GEORGIA 11.8 11375. MISSISSIPPI 94.6 95 26. NEBRASKA 045 92 26. TENNESSEE 11.8 11327. SOUTH DAKOTA 92.9 93 27. NORTH DAKOTA 941 91 27. MONTANA 11.4 10928. MONTANA 92.4 92 28. WASHINGTON 940 91 28. WISCONSIN 11.4 10929. WASHINGTON 92.1 92 29. NEVADA 838 91 29. OREGON 11.2 10730. ALABAMA 90.6 91 104,MAINE 923 90 30. WASHINGTON 11.2 10731.0VIRGINIA 89115 89 31. LOUISIANA 89 31. FLORIDA 10.9 10432. NEW MEXICO 419.1 89 32. VERMONT 909 88 32. INDIANA 10.8 10313. OHIO 88.7 89 33. TEXAS' 878 85 33. MARYLAND 10.2 9834. INDIANA 88.5 88 34. VIRGINIA 867 84 34. SOUTH OAKOTA 9.5 9035. KENTUCKY 88.4 88 35. UTAH 863 84 35. NEVA0A 9.5 9136. KANSAS 87.0 87 36. OHIO 862 84 36, MISSOURI 9.3 8937. IDAHO 87.0 87 37. INDIANA 625 so 37. MINNESOTA 9.2 8838. TENNESSEE 87.0 87 38.'SOUTH DAKOTA 825 80 38. MICHIGAN 8.6 8239. DELAWARE 86.8 87 38. GEORGIA 815 79 39. ILLINOIS 8.5 8140. C LORADO 1.1.6 84 40. NORTH CAROLINA 780 76 40. RHOOE ISLAND 8.3 8041. W T VIRGINIA 113.1 83 41. IDAHO 775 75 41. OHIO 8.2 7842. PSSOURI 81.2 81 42. WEST VIRGINIA 770 75 47. PENNSYLVANIA 7.5 7243. ARKANSAS 78.9 79 43. MISSOURI 770 75 43. NEW JERSEY 7.1 6844. LOUISIANA 76.7 77 44. FLORIOA 762 74 44. VERMONT 7.0 6745. NORTH DAKOTA 74.0 74 45. KENTUCKY - 746 72 45. MAINE 6.9 6646. NEW HAMPSHIRE 73.9 74 46. SOUTH CAROLINA 737 72 46. NEW YORK 6.9 6647. FLORIDA 73.3 /3 47. NEW HAMPSHIRE 725 70- 47. CONNECTICUT 6.8 6548. OKLAHOMA 72,6 73 48. TENNESSEE 707 69 48. ALASKA 5.9 5649. WYOMING 72.5 73 49. MISSISSIPPI 698 68 49. D.C. 5.8 5550. TEXAS 64.6 65 50: ALABAMA 694 67 50. NEW HAMPSHIRE 5.2 5051. NEVADA 61..6 62 51. ARKANSAS 663 64 51. MASSACHUSETTS 4.5 43

UNITEO STATES 100.0 100 UNITED STATES 1.029 100 UNITEO STAfES 10.4 100
15 Tax Effort. State and local lax 'avenue collected
as percentage of stale and local tax capacity (E/131.
Tex effort measures. as percentage, how much of stale
and local government lax capacity is actually used. The
lax revenue collected (or all states equals total tax
copatity nationwide. so that the national effort, by
definition, la 100 percent. Effort measures (or th e
individual slates indicate how they compare with the
notional,average. PHIOCESS factor)

44-

TAX Tax Revenue. Stale and local tax revenue
collected kw capita 114 IS). Collected tax rv-
Gnu* represents the wealth avaiiabl to state and
local governments lor public use. The Index

lolly identifies "rich" versus "poor" slates
according to the size of their current lax income.
State weelth such as nontax revenues born govern-
ment fees and charges lot Selling certain public
services are not included.

Ie. Allocation ja_public Higher Educatfcm, Stst and
local lax revenue appropriated or lavied for current
operating exp I public higher education IFIEL
Thi ratio suggests the rlative importance ol financing
public higher education to Ihe funding ol other public
services in the slate and local government budgsts. The ,

case for greater allocation must be made against competing
claims of other public service programs. ;PROCESS lactof)



Table 1 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF
APP
Appropriations per Student
1982-83 (TAX x 08/ENROL)

DelMwspm &Wad
Actual Adjustmi Index

HIGHER EDUCATION 1982-83
07
Tuition Factor
1980-81Five Year

Constant Dollat
Change Factor Velum Index

TUITION 1982-83
Estimated Tuition per Student
APP (Tuition Factor - 1.00)

Dollars per Stuchmt
ActuM Adjusted. Index

I. ALASKA 12,662 14,554 398 9.8% I. VERMONT 2.44 194 I. VERMONT 3,323 3,426 361
2, WYOMING 7,354 9,192 251 + 37.6 2. NEW HAMPSHIRE 2.21 175 2. PENNSYLVANIA 2,115 2,054 216
3. D.C. 7,348 7,987 219

87

3. PENNSYLVANIA 1.56 124 3, NEW HAMPSHIRE 2,013 1,663 175
4.

5.

HAWAII
NEW YORK

5.376
4,578

5,543
4,819

152
132

1:1 6
2 .4

4.
5.

omp
OELAWARE

1.54
1.53

122
121-

4.

5.

DELAWARE
CDLORA00

1,768
1,627

1,486
1.479

156
156

6.
7.

NORTH CAROLINA
GEORGIA 4,582

4,646
4,323

127
118 3.6

6.
7.

MICHIGAN
COLORADO

1.52
1.50

121
119

6.

7.

MICHIGAN
MARYLAND

1,515
1,399

1,457
1,442

153
152

8. NEW MEXICO 4,644 4,222 116 5.6 8. MAINE 1.47 117 8. MAINE 1,366 1,423 150
9. CALIFORNIA 3,666 4,213 115 9. SOUTH DAKOTA 1.40 111 9. NEW YORK 1,236 1,389 146

10. TEXAS 4,588 4.209 115 14.6 10. MARYLAND 1.38 110 10. ALASKA 1,140 1,280 135
11. IDAHO 3,646 4,191 115 + 14.6 11. RHODE ISLAND 1.37 109 11, NEW JERSEY 1.129 1,227 129,

12. NORTH DAKOTA 3,589 4,173 114 2.3 12. INDIANA 1.36 108 12. RHOOE ISLAND 1,264 1,227 129
13. NEVADA 3,394 4,089 112 16.5 13. MASSACHUSETTS 1.36 108 I. OHIO 1,440 1.180 124
14. FLORIDA 3,663 3,982 109 + 13.6 14. OREGON 1.34 106 14. IOWA 1,243 1.100 116
15. MONTANA 3,580 3,978 109 10.5 15. WISCONSIN 1.34 106 15. WISCONSIN 1,144 1.069 113
16. NEW JERSEY 3,764 3,962 108 2.7 16. VIRGINIA 1.32 105 16. OREGON 1,086 1,065 112
17. IOWA 4,287 3,862 106 2.5 17. ARIZONA 1.30 ,103 17. MASSACHUSETTS 978 1,052 111
18. UTAH 3,996 3,843 105 3.8 18. MINNESOTA 1.30 103 18. VIRGINIA 1,070 1.049 110
19. SOUTH CAROLINA 4,126 3,785 104 7.7 19. NEW JERSEY 1.30 103 19. INDIANA 1,194 987 104
20. CONNECTICUT 3,756 3,756 103 18.7 2Q. laWA 1.29 102 20. FLORIOA 843 936 99
21. KENTUCKY 4,041 3.742 102 + 1.2 21. ALA8AMA 1.28 102 21. ARIZONA 929 911 96
22. PENNSYLVANIA 3,777 3,740 102 11.9 22. MISSOURI 1.28 102 22. GEORGIA 962 899 95
23. LOUISIANA 4,022 3,559 97 12.8 23. NEW YORK 1.27 101 23. UTAH 1.039 888 93
24. MISSISSIPPI 3.566 3,496 96 + 18.0 24. TENNESSEE 1.27 101 24, NEORASKA 1,002 879 92
25. RHODE ISLAND 3,416 3,485 95 13.2 25. NEBRASKA 1.26 100 25. MINNESOTA 1,005 874 92
26. WEST VIRGINIA 3,351 3,385 93 4.1 26. UTAH 1.26 100 26. MISSISSIPPI 891 874 92

\el 27. VIRGINIA 3,343 3,377 92 + 35.3 , 27. ARKANSAS , 1.25 99 27. ALABAMA 904 861 91
28. OKLAHOMA 3,776 3,312 91 6.2 28. MISSISSIPPI 1.25 99 28. SOUTH OAKOTA 982 854 90
29. KANSAS 3,800 3,304 15.4 29. NORTH DAKOTA 1.25 99 29. KENTUCKY 970 851 90
30. MAINE 2,906 3.303 90 0.8 30. KENTUCKY 1.24 se 30. NEVAOA 713 849 89
31. WISCONSIN 3,364 3,266 89 3.3 31. FLORIDA 1.23 98 31. WYOMING 882 v'848 89
32. MARYLAND 3,681 3,257 89 15.8 32. ILLINOIS 1.23 98 32. ARKANSAS 898 840 88
33. ALABAMA 3,229 3,229 88 29.0 33. KANSAS 1.22 97 33. NORTH OAKOTA 897 838 88
34. OREGON 3,194 3,226 88 16.9 34. MONTANA 1.22 97 34. SOUTH CAROLINA 866 825 87
35. ARKANSAS 3.594 3,209 88 0.5 35. CONNECTICUT 1.21 96 35. TENNESSEE 876 819 86
36. ILLLNOIS-1- 3,224 3,192 87 18.3 36. GEORGIA 1.21 96 36. CONNECTICUT 789 805 85
37. COLORA00 3,254 3,159 86 14.3 37. NEVADA 1.21 96 37. KANSAS 836 781 82
38. DELAWARE 3.336 0 3.088 84 15.1 38. SOUTH CAROLINA 1.21 96 38. MONTANA 788 780 82
39. MASSACHUSETTS 2,716 3,052 84 1.7 39. WASHINGTON 1.20 95 39. ILLINOIS 741 772 81
40. ARIZONA 3,097 3.037 83 0.4 40. LOUISIANA 1.19 94 40. MISSOURI 791 753 79
41. INDIANA 3,318 3,016 83 1.5 41. NEW MEXICO 1.19 94 41. NEW MEXICO 882 741 78
42. TENNESSEE 3,246 2,978 81 3.0 42. OKLAHOMA 1.19 94 42. LOUISIANA 764 714 75
43. MINNESOTA 3,350 2.965 81 18.3 43. IOAHO 1.17 93 43. TEXAS 688 675 71
44. NEBRASKA 3,852 2.963 81 18.7 44. WEST VIRGINIA 1.16 92 44. OKLAHOMA 717 671 71
45. MICHIGAN 2,914 2,914 80 4.8 45. TEXAS 1.15 91 45. NORTH CAROLINA 605 611 64
46. MISS0URI 2,824 2,881 79 18.2 46. NORTH CAROLINA 1.14 90 46. IDAHO 620 590 62
47. WASHINGTON 2,764 2,850 78 21.5 47. WYOMING 1.12 89 47. WASHINGTON 550 576 61
48. SOUTH DAKOTA 2,456 2.759 75 15.9 48. HAWAII 1.11 88 48. HAWAII 591 569 60
49. VERMONT 2.308 2,683 73 18.7 49. CALIFORNIA 1.10 87 49. WEST VIRGINIA 536 474 50
50. OHIO 2,666 2,539 69 29.2 50. ALASKA 1.09 87 50. CALIFORNIA 367 447 47
51. NEW HAMPSHIRE 1,663 1,957 54 24.1 51. O.C. 1.05 83 51. O.C. 367 375 39

UNITED STATES 3.655 3,655 100 7.7 UNITED STATES 1.26 100 UNITED STATES 950 950 100

S LI

Artssi DiAlsrs/Csst isites fro aas
APP _Appropriations ger Student. Stat. and local tax
revenue appropriated for current opmeting xpenses of
public higher education per actual FTE tudent rind per
F7E student adjusted for financial load fTAX x defENROLI.
Reports the commitment of tx revenue as the major source
of funding (or public institutions consistent with available
funds and xpressed need. Constant dollars are basd on
the Higher Education Price index 117EPIE

MT. TullIOn Factort Ratio of state and local
government appropriations plus student tuition revenue
to stI and local government appropriations 0-4). This
Immediate past ratio suggests the relative importanc
of student tuition as a funding sourc compard to stair
local appropriations, and thus, to some xtent, reflects
the balance a state places on the returns of higher d
cati.m to the individual ver SUS society and resulting
xpeoed proportional payment. PROCESS (actor)

Drasis/Cri W.. I., Toth..
7UIT ION Eltirpple4 Tuition per Student, Tuition tyonues
of public higher ducation per FTE*ubliC student APP (Tuition
Factor-1.00/. Sinc tuition chargaVvary by type of Insti-
tution, the Interstate comparabilit)r of ayerag tuition per
student Is Improved by using the tuition component of the
System Cost Index to adjust (Or the Ifect on tuitIon of en-
rollment mlx.



Table 1 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE
OUTPUT 1982-83
Appropriations 8i. Est Tuition
Revenue per Student Adjusted
lAPP+TUITIONI DoIhrspor

Sloident A40104.
1.,ALASKA 15.684
2. WYOMING 9,577
3. 0:C.
4. VERMONT
5. NEW YORK
6. HAWAII
7. PENNSYLVANIA
8. NORTH CAROLINA

GEORGIA
10. NEW JERSEY

IOWA
12. FLORIDA
13. NEW MEXICO
14. TEXAS
15. NORTH DAKOTA
16. NEVAOA
17. UTAH
18. MAINE
19. RHODE ISLA
20. MONTANA
21. CALIFORNIA
22. IDAHO
23. COLORADO
24. SOUTH CAROLINA
25. MARYLAND
26. DELAWARE
27. KENTUCKY

.28. CONNECTICUT
29. VIRGINIA
30. MICHIGAN
31. MISSISSIPPI
32. WISCONSIN
33. OREGON
34. LOUISIANA
35. MASSACHUSETTS
36. KANSAS
37. ALABAMA
38. ARKANSAS
39. INDIANA
40. OKLAHOMA
41. ILLINOIS
42. NEW HAMPSHIRE
43. ARIZONA
44. MINNESOTA
45. NEBRASKA
46. WEST VIRGINIA
47. TENNESSEE
48. OHIO
49. SOUTH OAKOTA
50. MISSOURI
51. WASHINGTON

9.

..2oe
6.399
6.185
6.028
5.777
5.240
5.231
5.150
4.982
4.951
4.934
4.931
4.930
.889
750
747
.727

4.697
4.688
4.688
4.649
4.623
4.618
4.598
4.598
4.590
4.413
4.385
4.370
4.335
4.323
4.273
4.106
4.103
4.092
4.047
4.029
4.012
3.965
3.953
3.948
3.854
3.822
3.811
3.782
3.766
3.657
3.651
3.419

Index

341
208
178
139
134
131
125
114
114
112
108
108
107
107
107
106
103
103
103
102
102
102
101
100
100
100
100
100
96
95
95
94
94
93
89
89
89
88
87
87
86
86
86
84
83
83
82
82
79
79
74

SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDIJCATION 1982-83
INPUTS
Potenflal Tax Revenues per
Student Adjusted

DoNwspu014/1110120131 Studem Atillust44 Imiox

1. ALASKA 133.034 380 1.

2. 0.C- 92.703 265 2.
3. WYOMING 82.204 235, 3.
4. NEVAOA 69.153 198' 4.
5. CONNECTICUT 54.365 155 5.
6. FLORIOA 50.587 145 6,
7, NEW JERSEY 49.819 142 7.
8, MASSACHUSETTS 49.783 142 8.
9. PENNSYLVANIA 47.208 135 9.
10. NEW HAMPSHIRE 46.698 133
11, MAINE 41.502 119 11.
12. NEW YORK 41.052 117 12.
13. TEXAS 40.945 117 13.
1. LOUISIANA 38.675 111 14.
15. MISSOURI 37.884 108 15.
16. GEORGIA 37.562 107 16.
17. MONTANA 36.640 105 17.
18. ILLINOIS 36.061 103 18.
19. IOAHO 35.943 103 19.
20. VERMONT 35,767 102 20.
21. OKLAHOMA 35.396 101 21.
22. CALIFORNIA 33.857 97 22.
23. OHIO 33.648 96 23.
24. ARKANSAS 33.472 96 24.
25. NEW MEXICO 33,125 95 25.
26, WEST VIRGINIA 32.689 93 26.
27.\IOWA 32.394 93 27.
28. RHOOE ISLAND 31.911 91 28.
29. NORTH DAKOTA 31.549 90 29.
30. KENTUCKY 31,510 90 30.
31. INDIANA 31.104 89 31.
32. HAWAII 30.982 89 32.
33. MARYLAND 30.549 87 33.
34. MINNESOTA 29.738 85 34.
35. SOUTH OAKOTA 29.737 85 35.
36. COLORA00 29,584 85 36.
37. VIRGINIA 29.409 84 37.
38. TENNESSEE 29.104 83 38.
39. MICHIGAN 28.886 83 39.
40. OREGON 28.514 81 40.
41. NORTH CAROLINA 28.041 80 41.
42.' WASHINGTON 27.641 79 42.
43. OELAWARE 26.689 76 43.
44. KANSAS 26,361 75 44.
45. SOUTH CAROLINA 25.960 74 45.
46. UTAH 25.935 74 46.
47. ALABAMA 24.220 69 47.
48. WISCONSIN 23.624 68 48.
49. NEBRASKA 22.956 66 49.
50. MISSISSIPPI 22.487 64 50.
51. ARIZONA 21.041 60 51.

UNITEO STATES 4.605 100
Aetwal Dellies/Systees Cost tede
OUTPUT 0 Ap tr..imiatf29.Ljn4j111/11014,411111.1.591
fleventig_pettulent.84jusleg. Estimeted student
tuition payments and stat end local tax revenue
appropriated for current operating expenses of
public higber education per FTE student dlusted
for system coat UtiPP TUITION). Appropriations
and lultiOn reflect tbe primary financial commitment
of slate reside/HS I. suppott public higher education.

UNITEO STATES 34,991 100
INPUTS fizinlIal Tax ftsyspejpr 510/1491-64101.4
The combined input factors stablish state's basic
tax potential to finance public higher education rlative
to student enrollment load 10441 x #7 x #31. The four
factors ere rlatively stable inherent state conditions
subjct to only modest or slow alteration. Stats with
high INPUT levels have grind conomic potential to financ
ditction through combination of high tax capacity end
relattikely low student enrollment.

PROCESS
Collective Financial Actions
0/50180/71

Percent Index
HAWAII 19.5 148
MISSISSIPPI 19.4 148
ARIZONA 18.1 143
NORTH CAROLINA 18.7 142
UTAH 18.3 139
WISCONSIN 18.3 139
VERMONT 17.9 136
SOUTH CAROLINA 17.8 135
OELAWARE 17.2 131
ALABAMA 16.9 128
NEBRASKA 16.6 126
COLORA00

411,KANSAS
15.7
15.6

119
118

NORTH OAKOTA 15.6 119
IOWA 15.4 117
MICHIGAN 15.2 115
OREGON 15.2 115
MARYLAND 15.1 115
NEW YORK 15.1 114
VIRGINIA 15.0 114
NEW MEXICO 14.9 113
RHOOE ISLAND 14.8 113
KENTUCKY 14.6 III
GEORGIA 13.9 106
CALIFORNIA 13.8 105
IOAHO 13.0 99
INDIANA 13.0 98
MINNESOTA 13.0 98
TENNESSEE 13.0 99
MONTANA 12.8 97
WASHINGTON 12.4 94
SOUTH OAKOTA 12.3 93
PENNSYLVANIA 12.2 93
ARKANSAS 12.1 92
TEXAS 12.0 92
ALASKA 11.8 90
WEST VIRGINIA 11.7 89
WYOMING 11.7 89
MAINE 11.4 87
OKLAHOMA 11.3 86
OHIO 11.2 85
ILLINOIS 11 0 84
LOUISIANA 11.0 84
NEW JERSEY 10.3 79
FLORIOA 9.8 74
MISSOURI 09.6 73
O.C. 8 9 67
NEW HAMPSHIRE 8.5 64
CONNECTICUT 8.4 64
MASSACHUSETTS 8 2 63
NEVAOA 7.1 54

UNITEO STATES 13 2 100
FINANCIAL PROCESS Cilljectiye Financial Acpons
The combined PROCESS factors ar the finenciI actions
that stablish the degree to which the INPUT potential
t dollars per student ar actually utilized to achive
the OUTPUT support level provided 4#5 x #11 x //7/
States with high PROCESS levels alio making sub-
stantial combined tax effort, allocation to education, ')
end tuition charges to financ public higher educetion....)

PROCESS OUTPUT / INPUTS



Table 2' SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY 183
#1 #2 ENROL #3 ENROL ADJ #4
Resident Student College Student System Cost Student Enrollment Tax
Source High Attendance Enrollment Index Adjusted Coacity
School Grads Ratio 1#1 x #21 (ENROL x #31
High School FTE Public FTE Public Public Students
Grads per Students per Students per load Adjusted

1,000, High School 1,000 per 1,000 Dolls\ per
Grad Index PoP. Indexpop. lmlex App. TuitIonTotal Capit Index

1108;.

#5
Tax Ef f ort

Percent index

TAX
Tax Revenue
1#4 x #51

Dollarsper.
Cmtota Index

,ALABAMA 12.5 94% 2.52 113% 31.3 107% iob 105 101 3117 767 74% 90.6 91% 694 67%
Al.ASKA 13.4 102 2.13 95 28.5 97 87 89 88 25.1 85 3.333 324 184.5 184 6.148 597
ARIZONA 10.1 ,76 4.23 189 42.6 145 1C2); 102 102 43.4 148 913 89 105.9 106 967 94
ARKANSAS 13.4 101 1.69 76 22.6 77 112''.107 111 25.1 85 840 82 78.9 79 663 64
CALIFORNIA 11.0 84 3.69 165 40.7 138 87 82 86 35.0 119 1.186 115 100.3 100 1.190 116
COLORADO 12.7 97 2.94 132 37.# 127 103 110 105 39.2 133 1.161 113 83.6 84 970 94
CONNECTICUT 15.0 114 1.40 63 21.0 71 100 98 99 20.8 71 1.132 110 102.7 103 1.162 113
DELAWARE 14.7 11.2 2.62 117 38.6 131 108 119 11y' 42.8 145 1.142 111 86.8 87 992 96

10.2 78 1.28 57 13.1 45 92 98 94 12.3 42 1.143 111 145.5 145 1.662 161
FLORIOA 9.7 74 2.32 104 22.6 77 92 90 91 20.6 70 1.041 101 73 3 73 762 74
GEORGIA 12.3 93 1.72 77 21.1 72 106 107 106 22.3 76 838 81 97.3 97 815 79
HAWAII 14.4 109 2.44 109 35.1 119 97 104 99 34.7 118 1,076 105 125.7 126 1,353 131
IOAHO 13.5 103 2.01 90 27.2 93 87 105 91 24.8 84 891 87 87.0 87 775 75
ILLINOIS 13.7 104 2.16 97 29.7 101 101 96 100: 29.7 101 1,070 104 105.0 105 1,124 109
INDIANA 14.4 109 1.86 83 26.8 91 110 121 112 30.0 102 932 91 88.5 88 825 80
IOWA 16.0 122 1.83 82 29.3 100 111 113 111 32.5 111 1.053 102 98.2 98 1,034 100
KANSAS 13.1 99 2.88 129 37.8 128 ; 115 107 113 42.7 145 1.125 109 87 0 .87 979 95,
KENTUCKY 12.6 96 1.94 87 24.6 84 108 114 109 26.8 91 844 82 88.4 88 746 72
LOUISIANA 13'.-0 99 2.13 95 27.7 94 113 107 112 31.0 105, 1,200 117 76.7 77 921 89
MAINE 15.4 117 1.42 64 21.8 74! BB .96 90 19.7 67 816 79 113.2 113 923 90
MARYLANO 14.3 109 2.09 94 30.0 102 113 97 110 33.0 112 1.009 98 107.4 107 1,084 105
MASSACHUSETTS 15.2 115 1.45 65 22.1 75 89 93 90 19.9 67 989 96 134.0 134 1.325 129
MICHIGAN 15.0 114 2.27 102 33.9 115 100 104 10.1 34.3 117 990 96 116.1 116 1.150 112
MINNESOTA 16.5 126 1.85 83 30.7 104 113 115,-i 113 34.7 118 1.031 100 108.8 109 1,121 109
MISSISSIPPI 12.6 95 2.56 115 32.1 109 102 102 102 32.8 111 737 72 94.6 95 698 68
MISSOURI 13.7 104 1.84 82 25.3 86 98 105 99 25.0 85 948 92 81.2 81 770 75
MONTANA 15.2 116 2.25 101 34.3 116 90 101 93 31.9 108 1.168 113 92.4 92 1.079 105
NEBRASKA 15.5 117 2.21 99 34.2 116 130 114 127 43.4 148 997 97 94.8 95 945 92
NEVAOA 11.1 84 2.37 106 26.2 89 83 84 84 22.0 75 1.523 148 61.6 62 938 91
NEW HAMPSHIRE 14.6 111 1.54 69 22.6 77 85 121 93 21.0 71 982 95 73.9 74 725 70
NEW JERSEY 14.5 110 1.57 70 22.8 77 9S 92 95 21.6 74 1.078 105 111.7 112 1.204 117
NEW MEXICO 14.2 108 2.22 99 31.5 107 110 119 112 35.3 120 1.169 114 89.1 89 1.041 101
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA

13.1
12.4

100
94

1.81
2.51

81
113

23.7
31.1

81
106

95
93

q9
99

94
94

22.3
29.2 9

916
819

89
80

171.0
95.3

1 71

95
1,567 ,152
780 76

NORTH OAKOTA 16.2 123 2.74 123 44.3 150 86 107 91 40.3 7 1.271 123 74.0 74 941 91
OHIO 14.8 112 1.79 80 26.5 90 105 122 109 28.9 98 972 94 88.7 89 862 84
OKLAHOMA 12:9 98 2.57 115 33.1 112 114 107 112 37.0 126 1.311 127 72.6 73 952 92
OREGON 11.5 87 3.15 141 36.1 123 99 162 99 35.7 122 1,019 99 101.2 101 1,031 100
PENNSYLVANIA 14.4 110 1.34 60 19.3 66 101 103 102 19.7 67 931 90 104.8 105 975 95
RHODE ISLAND 13.5 102 1.95 87 26.2 89 98 103 99 25.9 88 827 80 129.9 130 1.075 104
SOUTH CAROLINA 13.0 98 2.13 95 27.6 94 109 105 108 29.8 101 774 75 95.3 95 737 72
SOUTH OAKOTA 16.1 122 1.98 89 31.8 108 89 115 94 29.9 101 888 86 92.9 93 825 80
TENNESSEE 12.2 92 2.10 94 25.6 87 109 107 109 27.9 95 813 7Q Q7.0 87 707 69
TeXAS 12.1 92 2.56 115 31.0 106 109 102 107 33.2 113 1,360 132 '64.6 65 878 85
UTAH 13.4 102 2.41 108 32.4 110 104 117 106 34.3 117 890 86 97.0 97 863 84
VERMONT 14.2 108 1.93 86 27.5 93 86 97 88 24.2 82 864 84 105.2 105 909 88
VIRGINIA 13.2 100 2.50 112 33.0 112 99 102 100 33.0 112 969 94 89 5 89 867 84
WASHINGTON 12.6 96 3.02 135 38.1 129 97 96 97 36.9 126 1.021 99 92 1 92 940 91

VIRGINIA 12.5 95 2.22 99 27.8 94 99 113 102 28.3 96 926 90 83 1 83 770 75,WEST
WISCONSIN 15.8 120 2.42 108 38.1 129 103 107 104 39.6 135 936 91 120 3 120 1,125 109
WYOMING 12.8 97 2.45 110 31.5 107 80 104 86 27 1 92 2.226 216 72 5 73 1.614 157

UNITEO STATES 13.2 1.00 2.23 100 29.4 100 100 100 100 29.4 100 1.029 100 100.(? 100 1,029 100



3.1

Table 2 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY 1983. (continued)

#6
Allocation to
Public Higher
Education

APP
AppropHations
per Student
(Tw( #6/ENROL)

Percent
of Tex Do fiats per Student

Revenues Index Actual Adjusted Index

#7 TUITION
Tuition Factor Estimated Tuition

per Student
APP (TUITION
FACTOR-1.001

Factor bollars per Student

OUTPUT ROUTS
Estimated Appro- Potenhal Tex
priation & Tuition Revenues per
Revenues per Student Student Adjusted
Adjushed (APP + (#4/ #1x #2x #3)
TUITION)

Dollars tiollars
per Student per Student

PROCESS
Collective
Financial
Process
(#5x #6x #7)

Vlue Index Actual Adjusted Index Adjusted Index Adjusted Index Percent Index

ALABAMA 14.6 140% 3,229 3,229 88% 1.28 102% 904 861 91% 4,092 89% 24,220 69% 16 9 128%ALASKA 5.9 56 12,662 14,554 398 1.09 87 1140 1280 135 15,684 341 133,034 380 11 8 90
ARIZONA 13.6 130 3,097 3,037 83 1.30 103 929 911 96 3,948 86 21,041 60 18 8 143
ARKANSAS 12.3 117 3,594 3.209 88 1.25 99 898 840 88 4,047 88 33,472 96 12 I 92
CALIFORNIA 12,5 120 3,666 4,213 115 1.10 87 367 447 47 4,688 102 33,857 97 13 8 105
COLORA00 12.5 120 3,254 3,159 86 1.50 119 1627 1479 156 4,649 101 29,584 85 15 7 119
CONNECTICUT 6.8 65 3,756 3,756 103 1.21 96 789 805 85 4,590 100 54,365 155 8 4 64
DELAWARE 13.0 124 3,336 3.088 85 I 53 121 1768 1486 156 4,598 100 26,689 76 17 2 131
D.C. 5.8 55 7,348 7,987 219 I 05 83 367 375 39 8.208 178 92.703 265 8 9 67
FLORIDA 10.9 104 3,663 3,982 109 1.23 98 843 9361 99 4.951 108 50,587 145

9
GEORGIA 11.8 113 4,582 4,323 118 1,21 96 962 89B 95 5,231 114 37,562 107 19 10:
HAWAII 13.9 134 5,376 5,543 152 1.11 88 591 569 60 6,028 131 30,982 89 19 5 148
IDAHO 12.8 123 3,646 4,191 115 1.17 93 620 590 62 4,688 102 35.943 103 13 0 99
ILLINOIS 8.5 81 3,224 3,192 87 1.23 98 741 772 81 3,965 86 36.061 103 11 0 84
INDIANA 10.8 103 3,318 3,016 83 I 36 108 1194 987 104 4,029 87 31,104 89 13 0 98
IOWA 12.1 116 4,287 3,862 106 I 29 102 1243 1100 116 4,982 108 32,394 93 15 4 117KANSAS 14.7 140 3,800 3,304 90 1.22 97 836 781 82 4,103 89 26,361 75 15 6 118
KENTUCKY 13.3 127 4,041 3,742 102 1 24 98 970 851 90 4,598 100 31,510 90 14 6 III
LOUISIANA 12.1 116 4,022 3,559 97 1.19 94 764 714 75 4,273 93 38,675 III 11 0 84
MAINE 6.9 66 2,906 3.303 90 1 47 117 1366 1423 150 4,747 103 41,502 119 11 4 87
MARYLAND 10.2 98 3,681 3,257 89 I 38 110 1399 1442 152 4,618 100 30.549 87 15 I 115
MASSACHUSETTS 4.5 43 2,716 3.052 84 I 36 108 978 1052 III 4,105 89 49,783 142 8 2 63
MICHIGAN - 8.6 82 2,914 2,914 80 1 52 121 1515 1457 153 4,385 95 28,886 83 15 2 115
MINNESOTA'

) 0.2 88 3,350 2,965 81 1.30 103 1005 874 92 3,854 84 29,738 85 13 0 98
MISSISSIPPI 16.4 157 3,566 3,496 96 1 25 99 891 874 92 4,370 95 22.487 64 19 4 148
MISSOURI 9.3 89 2,824 2,881 79 1 28 102 791 753 79 3,651 79 37,884 108 9 6 73
MONTANA 11.4 109 3,580 3,978 109 1.22 97 788 780 82 4,697 102 36,640 105 12 8 97
NEBRASKA 13.9 133 3,852 2,963 81 I 26 100 1002 879 92 3,822 83 22.956 66 16 6 126
NEVADA 9.5 91 3,394 4,089 112 1.21 ps 713 849 89 4,889 106 69,153 198 7 1 54
NEW HAMPSHIRE 5.2 50 1,663 1,957 54 2 21 f75 2013 1663 175 3,953 86 46,698 133 8 5 64
NEW JERSEY 7.1 68 3,764 3,962 108 1 30 A03 1129 1227 129 5,150 112 49,819 142 10 3 79
NEW MEXICO 14.1 135 4,644 4,222 116 1 19 94 882 741 78 4,934 107 33,125 95 14 9 113
NEW YORK 6.9 66 4,578 4,819 132 1.27 101 1236 1389 146 6,185 134 41,052 117 15 1 114
NORTH CAROLINA 17.2 165 4,321 4,646 127 1.14 90 605 611 64 5,240 114 28.041 80 18 7 142
N3RT11 DAKOTA 16.9 162 3,589 4,173 114 1.25 99 897 838 88 4,930 107 31.549 90 15 6 119
OHIO 8.2 78 2,666 2,539 69 1.54 122 1440 1180 124 3,766 82 33,648 96 11 2 85
OKLAHOMA 13.1 126 3,776 3.312 91 1.19 94 717 671 71 4,012 87 35,396 101 11 3 86
OREGON 11.2 107 3,194 3.226 88 1 34 106 1086 1065 112 4,323 94 28,514 81 15 2 115
PENNSYLVANIA 7.5 72 3,777 3,740 102 1.56 124 2115 2054 216 5,777 125 47,208 135 12 2 93
RHOOE ISLAND 8.3 80 3,416 3,485 95 1.37 109 1264 1227 129 4,727 103 31,911 91 14 8 113
SOUTH CAROLINA 15.4 148 4,126 3,785 104 1.21 96 866 825 87 4,623 100 25,960 74 17 8 135
SOUTH OAKOTA 9.5 90 2,456 2.759 75 1 40 111 982 854 90 3,657 79 29,737 85 12 3 93
TENNESSEE 11.8 113 3,246 2,978 81 I 27 101 876 819 86 3,782 82 29.104 83 13 0 99
TEXAS 16.2 155 4.588 4,209 115 I 15 91 688 675 71 4,931 107 40,945 117 12 0 92
UTAH 15.0 144 3.996 3,843 105 I 26 100 1039 888 93 4,750 103 25,935 74 18 3 139
VERMONT 7.0 67 2,308 2,683 73 2.44 194 3323 3426 361 6,399 139 35,767 102 17 9 136
VIWGINIA 12 7 122 3,343 3,377 92 I 32 105 1070 1049 110 4,413 96 29,409 84 15 0 114
WASHINGTON 11.2 107 2,764 2,850 78 1 20 95 553 576 61 3,419 74 27,641 79 12 4 94
WEST VIRGINIA 12.1 116 3,351 3.385 93 I 16 92 536 474 50 3,811 83 32.689 93 11 7 89
WISCONSIN 11.4 109 3,364 3,266 89 1.34 106 1144 1069 113 4,335 94 23,624 68 18 3 139
WYOMING 14.3 137 7,354 9,192 251 1 12 89 882 848 89 9,577 208 82,204 235 11 7 89

UNITEO STATES 10.4 100 3,655 3.655 100 1.26 100 950 950 100 4,605 100 34.991 100 13 2 100



TABLE 3

THE
Fa Pb F Go Gt G H

BASIC DATA . Resident
Population

High
School

FTE
Public

Tax
Capacity

Tax
Revenues

State
Appro-

Local State & System
Appro- Local Appro- Cost Index

System
Cost Tuition

FY 1983/1981* July Graduatas Enrollment FY FY priations priations priations Index Factor
4. MOM Spring Fall (000,000) (000,000) (000,000) 1000,000r (000,000) Appn. Tult FY FY

ALABAMA 3.917 48.794 122.761 3,003.0 2,720.0 392.4 4 0 396.4 1 00 1 05 1 01 1 28
ALASKA 412 5.518 , 11,728 1.373.0 2,533.0 148.5 0 148 5 .87 .89 88 1 09
ARIZONA 2.794 28,143 118,911 2,552.0 2,702.0 294.0 74 3 368.3 1.02 1.02 1 02 1 30
ARKANSAS 2.296 30.691 51.893 1,928.0 1,522.0 186.5 0 186.5 1 12 1 07 1 11 1 25
CALIFORNIA 214.196 267.153 985,615 28,698.0 28.796.0 3,221.3 391 5 3,612.8 87 .82 86 1 10
COLORA00 2,965 37.729 110.808 .3.442.0 2,877 0 350 4 10 2 360.6 1 03 1.10 1 05 1 50
CONNECTICUT 3.134 47.041 65,901 3,547.0 3,643.0 247.5 0 247 5 1 00 .98 99 1 21
DELAWARE 598 8.815 23.055 683.0 593.0 76 9 0 76 9 1 08 1 19 1 11 1 53
D.C. 631 - 6.462 8.274 721 0 1,049 0 .0 60 8 60 8 .92 98 94 1 05
FLORIDA 10.183 99.124 230,176 10,596.0 7,762.0 843.2 0 843 2 92 90 91 1 23
GEORGIA 5.574 68,394 .117,340 4,672.0 4,545.0 534.2 3 5 537.7 1 06 1 07 1 06 1 21
HAWAII 981 14,100 34,429 1,056.0 1.327.0 185.1 0 185 1 97 1 04 99 1 11
IDAHO 959 12.993 26,110 854.0 743.0 91 8 3 4 95.2 87 1 05 91 1 17
ILLINOIS 11,462 157.600 340.115 12,265.0 12,883.0 925 8 170 7 1,096.5 1 01 96 1 00 1 23
INDIANA 5.468 78.749 146.340 5,098.0 4510 0 485.3 2 485.5 1 10 1 21 1 12 1 36
IOWA 2.899 46.472 84,933 3.054.0 2.999.0 350.6 13 5 364 1 1 11 1 13 1 11 1 29
KANSAS 2.383 31,208 90,003 2,681.0 2,332.0 299.3 42 7 342.0 1 15 1 07 1 13 1 22
KENTUCKY 3,662 46.262 89,967 3.090.0 2,732.0 363.6 0 363 6 1 08 1.14 1 09 1 24
LOUISIANA 4.308 56.072 119,379 5.171.0 3.968.0 480 1 0 480.1 1 13 1.07 1 12 1 19
MAINE 1.133 17,444 24.738 924 0 1.046.0 71.9 0 71 9 88 96 90 1 47
MARYLAND 4.263 61.111 128,021 4.302.0 4.621.0 414 9 56 3 471.2 1 13 .97 1 10 1 38
MASSACHUSETTS 5,773 87.691 127.374 5,707.0 7,649.0 346 0 0 346.0 89 93 90 1 36
MICHIGAN 9.204 137.824 312.458 9,116 0 10.584 0 820 4 90 0 910 4 1 00 1 04 1 01 1 52
MINNESOTA 4.094 67.745 125,579 4,220.0 4,591 0 420.7 0 420 7 1 13 1 15 1 13 1 30
MISSISSIPPI 2.531 31.805 81,356 1,866.0 1.766 0 275 8 14 3 290 1 1 02 1 02 1 02 1 25
MISSOURI 4.941 67,837 124,837 4,682.0 3,803.0 329 4 23 1 352 5 98 1 05 99 1 28
MONTANA 793 12.087 27,175 926 0 856.0 95 3 2 0 97 3 90 1 01 93 1 22
NEBRASKA 1.577 24,408 53.920 1.572.0 1.490.0 187.0 20 7 207 7 1 30 1 14 1 27 1 26
NEVADA 845 9.368 22,156 1,287.0 793 0 75.2 0 75 2 83 84 04 1 21
NEW HAMPSHIRE 936 13,703 21.161 919.0 679 0 35 2 0 35 2 85 1 21 93 2 21
NEW JERSEY 7.404 107.701 168.611 7,980.0 8,913.0 568.3 66 3 634 6 95 92 95 1 30
NEW MEXICO 1.328 18,865 41,860 1,553.0 1.383.0 184 1 10 3 194 4 1 10 1 19 1 12 1 19
NEW YORK 17,602 230,986 417,967 16,129.0 27,586 0 1,706 6 206 7 1,913 3 95 89 94 1 27
NORTH CAROLINA 5.953 73,657 184,913 4,874 0 4,644 0 768 4 30 6 799 0 93 99 94 1 14
NORTH DAKOTA 658 10,638 29,119 836.0 619 0 103 3 1 2 104 5 86 1 07 91 1 25
OHIO 10,781 159.272 285,690 10,478 0 9,292 0 736 6 25 0 761.6 1 05 1 22 1 09 1 54
OKLAHOMA 3.100 39,910 102.513 4,064.0 2,950 0 383 1 4 0 387 1 1 14 1 07 1 12 1 19
OREGON 2.651 30,400 95.719 2,702.0 2,734 0 240.6 65 1 305 7 99 1 02 99 1 34
PENNSYLVANIA 11.871 171.482 229.544 11,053.0 11,580 0 824 5 42 6 867 1 1 01 1_03 1 02 56
RHODE ISLAND 953 12.821 24,943 788.0 1,024.0 85 2 0 85.2 .98 1.03 99 1 37
SOUTH CAROLINA 3,167 41,031 87,420 2,451.0 2,335.0 352 6 8 1 360.7 1 09 1.05 1 08 1 21
SOUTH DAKOTA 686 11.024 21.787 609 0 566 0 53 5 0 53.5 89 1 15 94 1 40
TENNESSEE 4,612 56.192 118.147 3.748 0 3.262 0 383 5 0 383 5 1 09 1.07 1 09 1 27
TEXAS 14.766 178,919 458,358 20,081 0 12,969 0 2.016 5 86 4 2,102.9 1 09 1 02 1 07 1 15
UTAH 1.518 20,365 49.144 1,351 0 1,310,0 196 4 0 196.4 1 04 1 17 1 06 1 26
VERMONT 516 7,345 14,170 446.0 469 0 32.5 2 32.7 86 97 88 2 44
VIRGINIA 5,430 71.657 178.926 5,262.0 4.709 0 598 2 0 598 2 99 1 02 1 00 1 32
WASHINGTON 4.217 53.143 160.526 4,304.0 3,962 0 443 7 0 443.7 97 96 97 1 20
WEST VIRGINIA 1.952 24,430 54.224 1,808.0 1,503 0 181.7 0 181 7 99 1 13 1 02 1 16
WISCONSIN 4,742 74.734 180.632 4,438 0 5,337 0 543 7 64 0 607 7 1 03 1 07 1 04 1 34
WYOMING 492 6.318 15,489 1,095 0 794 0 97 2 16 7 113.9 80 1 04 86 1 12

UNITED STATES 229.307 3.023.233 6,746,217 236,055.0 236,055 0 23,048 5 1,608 4 24,656 9 1 00 1 00 1 00 1 26

* 83/81 identif les 1903 as the f iscal year of appropriations 1F,Fa,Fb), and 1981 as the year f or support data (A,B,C,D,E,G,H)



TABLE 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY'S 1978, 1980-82.

ALABAMA

ALASKA

ARIZONA

ARKANSAS

#1 #2 ENROL #3 ENROL ADJ #4

Resident Student College Student System Ctmt Student Tax

Source High Attendance Enrollment index Enrollment Capacity

School Grads Raho OV1 x #2/ Adjusted
(ENROL x #3)

High School FTE Public FTE Public Public Students

&ads per Students per Students per Load Adjusted

1,000 High School 1,000 par 1,000 Dollars Per

PoP. Index Grad Index PoP. Index App. Tuition Total P0P. Index Capita Index

78/76 13.2 93% 2.28 111% 30.2 104% 99 105 100 30 2 104% 554 77%

80/78 12.7 92 2.47 121 31.3 111 99 105 100 4 31 3 111 627 76

81/79 13.2 95 2.28 111 30.1 106 99 105 100 30 1 106 660 76

82/80 12,6 94 2.44 114 30.8 106 100 105 101 31 1 107 719 11$

% 83/81 12.5 94 2.52 113 31.3 107 100 105 101 31 7 108 767 74

78/76 11.0 77% 2.01 98% 22.1 76% 85 83 84 18.5 64% 1,12b 157%

80/78 12.2 88 2.44 120 29.9 106 85 83 84 25.1 89 1,527 185

81/79 13.1 95 2.02 99 26.5 93 85 83 84 22 3 78 1,884 217

82/80 13.5 100 2:14 100 28.9 100 87 89 88 25.4 88 2,457 259

83/81 13.4 102 2.13 95 28.5 97 87 89 88 25.1 85 3.333 '324
,

78/76 11.6 82% 4.10 200% 47.6 163% 103 103 103 49 0 168% 669 93%

80/78 13.0 94 3.43 169 44,8 159 103 103 103 46 1 164 751 91

81/79 12,0 86 3.66 179 43.9 155 103 103 103 45 3 159 788 91

82/80 11.2 83 3.85 179 43.2 149 102 102 102 44 0 152 839 88

83/81 10.1 76 4.23 189 42.6 145 102 102 102 43 4 148 913 89

78/76 12.8 90% 1.66 81% 21.3 73% 111 106 110 23.4 80% 568 79%

80/78 12.8 93 1.62. 80 20.8 74 111 106 110 22 9 81 644 78

81/79 13.0 94 1.66 81 21.5 76 111 106 110 23.7 83 671 77

82/80 13.1 98 1.74 81 22.9 79 112 107 111 25.4 88 747 79

83/81 13.4 101 1.69 76 22.6 77 112 107 111 25-.1 85 840 82

CALIFORNIA 78/76 13.3 94% 3.34 163% 44.4 152% 87 81 86 38 2 131% 810 113%

80/78 12.4 89 3.16 156 39.1 139 87 81 86 33.6 119

1.85(4) 11:81/79 12.6 90 3.15 154 39.3 138 87 81 86 33 8 119

82/80 11.9 88 3.27 152 38.8 134 87 82 86 33 4 115 1,108 117

83/81 11.0 84 3.69 165 40.7 138 87 82 86 35 0 119 1.186 115

COLORADO 78/76 14.2 100% 2.91 142% 41.3 141% 105 103 106 43.7 150% 777 108%

80/78 14.1 101 2.72 134 38.3 136 105 103 108 41.3 147 908 110

81/79 13.8 99 2.73 133 37.7 133 105 103 106 40 0 141 955 110

82/80 13.4 99 2.81 131 37.6 130 103 110 105 39.5 136 1.066 112

83/81 12.7 97 2.94 132 37.4 127 103 110 105+, 39 2 133 1,161 113
,

CONNECTICUT 78/76 15.6 110% 1.33 65% 20.7 71% 97 96 97 20 1 69% 777 108%

80/78 15.1 109 1.34 66 20.3 72 97 96 97 19 7 70 691 108

81/79 15.1 109 1.35 66 20.4 72 97 96 97 19 8 70 940 108

#5 TAX
Tax Effort Tas Revenue

(#4 x #5)

Prcent Index

80.6 81%
82.0 82
85,7 86
85 2 85
90.6 91

94 4 94%
116 4 116
129 0 129
166 2 166
184 5 184

105 7 106%
109 4 109
114 6 115
117 4 117
105 9 106

77.6 79%
80.2 80
81 4 81
85.5 86
78 9 79

117%:II: ;

116
94 7 95
101 8 102
100 3 100

92 0 92%
91 0 91
96 2 96
90 4 90
83 6 84

101 1 101%
99 9 100
102 3 102

Dollars per

Capit Index

446 62%,
514 62
565 65
612 65
694 67

1.066 148%
1,777 215
2,430 280
4,085 431
6,148 597

1BT1 88%
903 104
985 104

967 94

441 61%
516 63
546 63
639 67
663 64

946 132%
1,104 134
951 110

1,127 119
1.190 116

714 99%
826 100
918 106
964 102
970 94

786 109%
890 108
961 111

82/80 14.9 110 1.39 65 20.7 72 100 98 99 20 5 71 1,059 112 9" 11(() 1,057 111

83/81 15.0 114 1.40 63 21.0 71 100 98 99 20 8 71 1,132 110 102 7 1,162 113

DELAWARE 78/76 16.0 113% 2.24 109% 35.9 123% 111 123 114 40.9 140% 885 123% 86 2 85% 754 105%

80/78 15.7 113 2.30 113 36.1 128 111 123 114 41.1 146 957 116 86 5 86 . 828 100

81/79 15.8 114 2.34 114 36.9 130 111 123 114 '42 1 148 949 109 95 5 95 906 105

82/80 15.1 112 2.56 119 Ap 7 134 108 119 111 42 9 148 1.059 112 88 9 89 942 99

83/81 14.7 112 2.62 117 S8.6 ¶31 Km 119 111 42.8 145 1,142 111 86 8' 87 992 96

8 83/81 identifies 1983 as the fiscal yam of appropriations tF,Fa,Fb) and 1981 as the year for support data 01,15,C,D,E,G,H1.
4



Table 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATI SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY, 1978, 1980-83* (continued)

de
Allocation to
Public. Higher
Education

APP
Appropriations
per Studir
(TAX x /ENROL)

Tuition
Factor

TUITION
Estimated Tuition
per Student
APP (TUITION
FACTOR-1.00)

OUTPUT
Estimated Appro-
priation & Tuition
Revenue per Student
Adjusted (APP +
TUITION)

INPUTS
Potential Tax
Revenues per
Student Adjusted
(0/4/ #1x #2x #3)

PROCESS
Collective
Financial
Actions
(#5x #6x #7)

-Percent
of Tax

Revenues Index
Dollars per Student
Actual Adjusted Index

Factor
Value Index

Dollars per Student
Actual Adjusted Index

Dollars
per Student

Adjusted Index

Dollars
per Student

Adjusted Index Percent Index

Al,:ABAMA 78/76 16.9 164% 2,492 2,517 99% 1.27 100% 673 641 93% 3,165 98% 18,342 74% 17.3 132%
80/78 16.2 153 2,657 2,684 86 1.27 101 717 683 85 3,375 86 20,024 68 16.9 126
81/79 16.9 155 3,175 3,207 96 1.26 101 826 786 94 4,001 96 21,906 72 18.3 134
82/80 15.7 144 3.130 3,130 88 N 1.27 102 845 805 90 3,935 88 23,128 71 17.0 125
83/81 14.6 140 3,229 3.229 88 1.28 102 904 861 91 4,092 89 24,220 69 16.9 128

ALASKA 78/76 15.3 149% 7,395 8.700 343% 1.12 88% 887 1069 156% 9,861 306% 60,899 247% 16.2 124%
80/78 10.2 96 6,046 7,113 229 1.09 87 544 656 81 7,845 201 60,775 208 12.9 97
81/79 8.4 77 7,676 9,031 271 1.09 . 87 691 832 100 9,961 239 84,-513 277 11.8 86
82/80 7.4 68 10,523 12,095 339 1.09 4.7 947 1064 119 13,034 292 96,745 295 13.5 99
83/81 5.9 56 12,662 14,-554 398 1.09 87 1140 1280 135 15,684 341 133,034 380 11.8 90

ARIZSNA 78/76 15.7 153% 2,337 2,269 89% 1.24 98% 561 545 79% 2,814 87% 13,657 55% 20.6 158%
80/78 14.5 136 2,652 2,575 83 1.25 99 663 644 80 3,219 82 16,290 56 . 19.8 148
81/79 14.4 132 2,964 2,877 86 1.2q 102, 830 806 97 3.683 88 17.400 57 21.2 155
82/80 14.4 132 3,292 3.227 90 1!29 103 955 936 105 4.163 93 19,056 58 21.8 160
83/81 13.6 130 3,097 3,037 83 1.30 103, 929 911 96 3,948 86 21,041 60 18.8 143

ARKANSAS 78/76 13.2 128% 2,733 2,462 97% 1.27 100% 718 696' 102% 3,155 98% 24.267 98% 13.0 .99%
80/78 13.5 127 3,356 3,023 97 1.21 96 705 665 82 3.691 94 28,155 96 13.1 98

f.) 81/79 13.3 121 3,038 91 1.20 96' 674 636 76 3,678 88 28,330 93 13.0 95
1/40 82/80 11.9 109 3,306 2,952 83 1.22 98 727 680 7; 3,634 81 29,376 90 12.4 91

83/81 12.3 117 3,594 3,209 88 1.25 99 898 840 88 4,047 88 33.472t 96 12.1 92
4

CALIFORNIA 78/76 12.9 125% 2,751 3,162 125% 1.10 87% 1275 340 50% 3,519 109% 21.A.1 86% 16.6 127%
80/78 12.0 113 3,376 3,881 125 1.09 87 304 375 46 4,279 109 28,238 96 15.2 113
81/79 15.4 141 3,727 4,284 128 1.09 87 335 414 50 4,724 113 29.725 97 15.9 116
82/80 13.8 127 4,024 4,625 129 1.10 88 402 491 55 5,146 115 33,198 101 15.5 114
81/81 12.5 120 3,666 4,213 115 1.10 87 367 447 47 4,688 100 33,857 97 13.8 105

COLORADO 78/76 12.0 117% 2,078 1,979 78% 1.43 113% 893 867 127% 2,803 87% 17,766 72% 15.8 121%
80/78 11.0 103 2,367 2,254 73 1.45 115 1065 1034 128 3,178 81 21,957 75 14.5 108
81/79 10.9 100 2,657 2,530 76 . 1.46 117 1222 1187 142 3,659 88 23,883 78 15.3 112
82/80 11.4 105 2,919 2,834 79 1.50 120 1459.- 1327 149 4,170 93 26,999 82 15.4 113
83/81 12.5 120 3,254 3,159 86 1.50 119 1627 1479 156 4,649 101 29,584 85 15.7 119

CONNECTICUT 78/76 6.6 64% 2,504 102%, 1.23 97% 576 600 88% 3,175' 98% 38,679 157% 8.2 63%
80/78 6,6 62 2,884 2,973 96 1.23 98 663 691 86 3.657 93 45.213 154 8.1 6k
81/79 7.0 64 3.114 3,417 102 1.22 98 729 759 91 4.168 100 47.459 156 8.8 64
82/80 7.0 64 3.561 3,561 100 1.21 97 748 763 85 4,352 97 51,698 158 8.4 62
83/81 6.8 65 3,756 3,756 103 1.21 96 789 805 85 4,590 100 54.365 155 8.4 64

,

DELAWARE 78/76 9.9 96% 2,077 1,871 74% 1.54 121% 1122 912 133% 2,806 87% 21,629 88% 13.0 99%
80/78 10.8 102 , 2,470 2,225 72 1.62 129 1511 1245 154 3,509 90 23,264 79 15.1 113
81/79 11.8 108 2.884 2,598 . 78 1.59 127 1701 1383 166 4,022 96 22,531 74 17.9 131
82/80 12.8 118 3,129 2,898 81 1.59 127 1846 1552 174 4,483 100 2t.681 75 18.2 133
63/81 13.0 124 3,336 3,088 85 1.53 121 1768 1486 156 4,598 100 26,689 76 17,.2 131

4 t I V
1 ., ,

i

* 83i81 identifies 1983 as the. fiscal year ot appropriations IF,Fa,F13) and 1981 as the year for support( data (A,B,C,D,E,G,H).
z
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TABLE 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FTS 1978, 1980-83.
#1 #2 ENROL #3 ENROL ADJ #4 #5 TAXResident Student College Student System Cost Student Tax Tax Effort Tax RevenueSource High Attendance Enrollment Index 1 Enrol( Merit Capacity 1#4 x #51School Grads Ratio 1#1 x #21 Adjusted

(ENROL x #3)
wigh School
Guide PK

1.000

PoP. Index

FTEPublic
Students per
High School

Grad Index

FTE Public
Stmlents per

1,000

MP. Index App. Tutttrm Total

Pubfic Students
Load Adjusted

pH 1.000
W31). Index

I

Dollars per
Capita Imlex Percent Index

Dollars per
Crum. Index

D.0 78/76 9.3 65% 1.69 82% 15.7 54% 90 98 92 14.4 49% 834 116% 111.7 112% 932 130%80/78 9.5 69 1.25 62 11.9 42 90 98 92 11.0 39, 941 114 126.5 127 1,190 14481/79 11.2 81 1.18 58 13.2 46 90 98 92 12.2 43 952 110 132.3 132 1,259 14582/80 10.3 76 1.23 57 12.6 44 92 98 94 11.9 41 1,056 III 131.2 131 1,386 14683/81 10.2 78 1.28 57 13.1 45 92 98 94 12.3 42 1,143 111 145.5 145 1,662 161

FLORIDA 78/76 11.0 77% 2.21 107% 24.3 83% 89 89 89 21.6 74% 748 104% 732 73% '548 76%80/78 10.7 77 2.24 110 23.9 85 89 89 89 21.3 75 842 102 73.4 73 ,618 7581/79 10.3 74 2.29 112 23.6 83 89 89 80 18.9 66 866 100 78.2 78 677 7882/80 9.9 73 2.39 111 23.6 82 92 90 91 21.5 74 947 100 73.8 74 _ 700 7483/81 9.7 74 2.32 104 22.6 77 92 90 91 20.6 70 1,041 101 73.3 73 762 74

GEORGIA 78/76 12.6 89% 1.78 86% 22.5 77% 105 105 105 23.6 81% 611 85% 87.0 87% 532 74%80/78 12.2 88 1.77 87 21.6 77 105 105 105 22.7 80 685 83 89.4 89 612 7481/79 12.4 90 1.70 83 21.1 74 105 105 105 22.1 78 705 81 95.7 96 675 7882/80 12.2 90 1.67 78 20.4 71 106 107 106 21.6 75 778 82 96.2 96 % 748 7983/81 12.3 93 1.72 77 21.1 72 106 107 106 22.3 76 838 81 97.3 97 815 79

HAWAII 78/76 14.9 105% 2.64 128% 39.3 135% 100 106 101 39.7 136% 777 108% 118.3 118% 919 128%
I 80/78 14.4 104 2.56 126 36.9 131 100 106 101 37.3 132 867 105 116.6 117 1,010 12240 81/79 14.8 107 2.40 117 35.6 125 100 106 101 35.9 126 891 103 127.6 128 1,137 131C)
.1 82/80 14.5 107 2.40 112 34.7 120 97 104 99 34.3 119 1,010 106 124.5 124 1,257 13283/81 14.4 109 2.44 109 35.1 119 97 104 99 34.7 118 1,076 105 125.7 126 1,353 131

-

IDAHO 78/76 t4.2 100% 2.05 100% 28.9 99% 87 103 90 26.1 89% 633 88% 90.4 90% 572k 80%80/78 14.8 107 1.76 87 26.1 92 87 103 90 23.4 83 734 89 88.9 89 653 7981/79 14.7 106 1.80 88 26.5 93 87 103 90 23.9 84 791 91 90.9'4 91 719 ,8382/80 14.3 106 1.97 92 28.1 97 87 105 91 25.5 88 830 87 8673 88 733 7783/81 13.5 103 2.01 90 27.2 93 87 105 91 24.8 84 891 87 -87,0 157 775 75
)ILLINOIS 78/76 14.8 105% 1.93 94% 28.6 98% 102 94 101 28.9 99% 806 112% 94.4 94% 761 106%80/78 14.1 102 1.95 96 27.5 98, 102 94 101 27.8 99 925 112 95.1 95 880 10781/79 14.2 102 1.89 92 26.8 94 102 94 101 27.1 95 969 112 98.9 99 958 III82/80 13.8 102 1.93 90 26.7 92 101 96 100 26.7 92 1,022 108 102.5 102 1,048 11083/81 13.7 104 2.16 97 29.7 101 101 96 100 29.7 101 1,070 104 105.0 105 1,124 109

INDIANA 78/76 15.3 108%- 1.59 77% 24.2 83% 112 125 114 27.6 95% 705 98% 82.3 82% 580 81%80/78 14.2 102 1.64 81 23.3 83 112 125 114 26.5 94 817 99 82.6 83 675 8281/79 14.7 106 1.65 80 24.2 85 112 '125 114 27.5 97 849 98 84.2 84 715 8282/80 14.3 106 1.82 85 26.0 90 110 121 112 29.2 101 877 92 84.2 84 739 7883/81 14.4 109 1.86 83 26.8 91 110 121, 112 30.0 102 932 91 88.5 88 825 80

IOWA 78/76 15.8 111% 1.59 77% 25.2 86% 112 117 113 28.4 98% 748 104% 92.6 93% 692 96%80/78 16.4 119 1.57 77 25.8 92 112 117 113 29.2 104 875 106 88.5 88 774 94f... 81/79 16.9 121 1.57 77 26.5 93 112 117 113 29.9 105 937 108 93.2 93 873 10182/80 16.4 122 1.74 81 28.4 98 III 113 111 31.6 109 1,000 105 95.7 96 958 10183/81 16.0 122 1.83 82 29.3 100 111 113 111 32.5 111 1,053 102 98.2 98 1,034 100

83/81 Identifies 1953 as the fiscal year of appropriations 1F,Fa,Fb1 and 1981 as the year for support data (A,8,C,D,E,G,H).



Table 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY 1978, 1980-83* (continued)

D.0

FLORIDA

GEORGIA

HAWAII

IDAHO

ILLINOIS

INDIANA

IOWA

4

#6 APP #7 TUITION ()miff INPUTS PROCESSAllocation to Appropriations Tuition Estimated Tuition Estimated Appro- Potential Tax CollectivePublic Higher per Student Factor per Student priation & Tuition Revenues per FinancialEducation ITAX x #6/ENROL) APP (TUITION Revenue per Student Student Adjusted Actions
FACTOR-1.00) Adjusted (APP + (#4/ #1x #2x #3) (#Sx #6x #7)

TUITION)
PerceM
ofTex

Revenues Index
Dollars per Student
Actual Adjusted Index

Factor
Value Index

Dollars per Student
Actual Adjusted Index

Dollars
pin Student

Adjusted Index

Dollars
per Student

Adjusted Index Percent Index

78/76 5.6 55% 3.346 3.717 146% 1.05 83% 167 V7I 25% 3.818 118% 57,865 235% 6.6 50%80/78 6.0 57 6.036 6,707 2t6 1.07 85 423 431 53 7;021 179 85.799 293 8.2 61
81/79 6.4 .59 6.112 6.791 204 1.07 86 428 437 52 7.109 171 78,297 257 '9.1 66
82/80 6.0 55 6.581 7,154 200 1.06 85 395 403 45 7,422 166 88,879 271 8.4 61
83/81 5.8 55 7,348 7.987 219 1.05 83 367 375 8.208 178 92.703 265 8.9 67

78/76 10.2 99% 2.295 2,579 102% 1.28 101% 643 722 105% 3.301 102% 34.650 141% 9.5 73%
80/78 10.9 103 2.827 3.177 102 1.27 101 ;763 858 106 4.034 103 39.563 135 10.2 76
.81/79 11.0 100 3.149 3.438 106 1.25 100 ( 787 884 106 4.920 118 45,844 150 10.7 78
82/80 11.6 106 3.434 3.732 104 1.23 98, 790 878 98 4,641 104 44,150 135 10.5 77
83/81 10.9 104 3.663 3.982 109 1.23 981 843 936 99 4,951 108 50.587 145 9.8 74

78/76 11.2 109% 2.648 2,522 99% 1.29 102% 768 731 107% 3.254 101% 25,927 105% 12.5 96%
80/78 12.0 113 3.398 3.236 104 1.24 98 815 777 96 4,013 103 30.196 103 13.3 99
81/79 12.0 109 3.828 3.646 109 1.20 96 766 729 87 4,375 105 31.836 104 13.7 101
82/80 12.3 113 4,492 4.238 119 1.20 96 898 840 94 5.086 114 35.956 110 14.1 104
83/81 11.8 113 4,582 4,323 118 1.21 96 962 899 95 5.231 114 37,562,, 107 13.9 106

78/76 13.2 128% 3.088 3,088 122% 1.16 91% 494 466 68% 3,547 110% 19,550:i 70% 18.1 139%
80/78 12.7 120 3.473 3.473 112 1.13 90 451 426 53 3.885 99 23.240 79 16.7 125
81/79 12.5 115 4,008 4,008 120 1.12 90 481 454 54 4,444 107 24.802 81 17.9 131
82/80 12.7 117 4,606 A.748 133 1.12 90 553 531 60 5.211 117 29.402 90 17.7 130
43/81 13.9 134 5,376 5.543 152 1.11 88 591 569 60 6.028 131 30.982 89 19.5 148

78/76 15.9 154% 3.144 3.614 142% 1.14 90% 440 427 62% 3.982 124% 24,296 99% 16.4 125%
80/78 14.3 135 3.577 4.112 132 1.12 89 429 417 52 4,452 114 31.327 107 14.2 106
81/79 14.3 130 3.867 4,445 133 1.13 90 503 488 59 4,855 116 33.140 109 14.7 107
82/80 13.9 128 3.643 4.187 117 1.16 93 583 555 62 4.643 104 32.507 99 14.3 105
83/81 12.8 123 3.646 4.191 115 1.17 93 620 590 62 4.688 102 35,943 103 13.0 99

78/76 8.9 87% 2,381 2,334 92% 1.21 95% 500 532 78% 2.852 88% 27.902 113% 10.2 78%
80/78 9.0 85 2.893 2:837 91 1.23 98 665 708 88 3,524 90 33.282 114 10.6 79
81/79 9.3 85 3.321 3.256 98 1.22 98 731 777 93 4.012 96 35.799 117 11.2 82
82/80 9.0 82 3.522 3.487 98 1.22 98 775 807 90 4,297 96 38,341 117 11.2 82
83/81 8.5 81 3.224 3.192 87 1.23 98 741 772 81 3,965 86 36,061 103 11.0 84

78/76 11.3 110% 2.710 2,420 95% 1.35 106% 948 759 III% 3,209 100% 25,539 104% 12.6 96%
80/78 11.2 106 3.245 2.897 93 1.35 107 1116 908 113 3.842 98 30.787 105 12,5 93
81/79 11.7 107 3.475 3.103 93 1.34 107 1182 945 113 4.085 98 30.819 101 13.3 97
82/80 11.9 109 3.377 3,070 86 1.35 108 1182 977 109 4.070 91 30.078 92 13.5 99
83/81 10.8 103 3,318 3.016 83 1.36 108 1194 987 104 4.029 13/ 31.104 89 13.0 98

78/76 11.2 108% 3.070 2,741 108% 1.30 102% 921 787 115% 3.531 110% 26.301 107% 13.4 103%
80/78 12.3 116 3.674 3.280 106 1.28 102 1029 879 109 4.162 106 29.970 102 13.9 104
81/79 11.5 105 3.791 3.384 101 1.27 102 1023 875 105 4.260 102 31.339 103 13.6 99
82/80 11.4 105 3.855 3.473 97 1.28 102 1079 955 107 4,445 100 31,695 97 14.0 103
83/81 12.1 116 4,287 3.862 106 1.29 102 1243 1100 116 4,982 108 32.394 93 15.4 117

* 83/81 Identifis 1983 as the fiscal year of appropriations IF,Fa,FIA and 1981 as the year for support data (A,8,C,D,E,G,H). 4



TABLE 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FTS 1978,1980-8.

KANSAS

KENTUCKY

LOUSIANA

MAINE

MARYLAND

MASSACHUSETTS

MICHIGAN

-

MINNESOTA

4 6

#1
Resident Student
Source High
School Grads

High School
Gulch, per

1,000
pop. index

#2
College
Attendance
Ratio

FTE Public
Students per
High Scbool

Geed indsx

ENROL
Student
Enrollment
(#1 x

FTE Public ,
Students per

two
.00p- index

#3
System Cost
index

App. Tuition Total

ENROL ADJ
Student
Enrollment
Adjusted
tENROL x #3I

Public Students
Load Adjusted

per 1.000
pop. index

04
Tax
Capacity

Dollars per
Capita Index

05
Tax Ef fort

Prcnt Index

TAX
Tax Revenue
I#4 x

Dollars per
Capita Index

78/76 14.8 104% 2.48 120% 36.5 125% 113 107 112 40.9 140% 763 106% 85.8 86% 654 91%
80/78 14.8 107 2.48 122 36.7 130 113 107 112 41.1 146 875 106 85.5 85 747 91
81/79 14.5 105 2.56 125 37.2 131 113 107 112 41.6 146 948 109 87.1 87 825 95
82/80 13.8 103 2.72 127 37.7 130 115 107 113 42.6 147 1,033 109 87.9 88 908 96
83/81 13.1 99 2,88 129 37.8 128 115 107 113 42.7 145 1.125 109 87.0 87 979 95

78/76 12.7 89% 1.90 92% 24.1 82% 108 116 109 26.2 90% 641 85% 87.1 87% 533 74%
80/78 12.4 90 1.86 91 23.2 82 108 116 109 25.2 90 693 84 82.6 83 573 69
81/79 12.4 89 1.88 92' 23.4 82 108 116 109 25.5 90 736 85 86.7 87 638 74
82/80 12.4 92 1.97 92 24.4 84 108 114 109 26.6 92 789 83 88.6 89 699 74
83/81 12.6 96 1.94 87 24.6 84 108 114 109 26.8 91 844 82 88.4 88 746 72

78/76 13.7 96% 2.04 99% 27.9 96% 111 106 110 30.7 105% 741 103% 80.0 80% 593 82%
80/78 13.3 96 1.97 97 26.1 93 111 106 110 28.8 102 850 103 77.2 77 656 80
81/79 13.4 97 1.93 94 25.9 91 111 106 110 28.5 100 897 103 82.2 82 737 85
82/80 13.2 98 2.01 93 26.4 91 113 107 112 29.6 102 1,035 109 77.7 78 804 85
83/81 13.0 99 2.13 95 27.7 94 113 107 112 31.0 105 1,200 117 76.7 77 921 89

78/76 15.1 106% 1.43 69% 21.5 74% 91 117 96 20.7 71% 597 83% 110.4 110% 659 92%
80/78 14.9 107 1.36 67 20.2 72 91 117 96 19 4 69 668 81 108.5 108 725 88
81/79 15.3 110 1.37 67 21.0 74 91 117 96 20.1 71 694 80 109.6 110 761 88
82/80 15.4 114 1.41 66 21.7 75 88 96 90 19.5 67 761 80 111.1 111 845 89
83/81 15.4 117 1.42 64 21.8 74 88 96 90 19.7 67 816 79 113.2 113$ 923 90

78/76 14.7 104% 2.01 98% 29.7 102% 113 95 109 32.4 111% 719 100% 112.4 112% 809 112%
80/78 14.8 107 1.95 96 29.0 103 113 95 109 31.6 112 825 100 106.1 106 876 106
81/79 14.7 106 2.01 98 29.6 104 113 5 100 29.6 104 857 99 109.3 109 936 108
82/80 14.5 108 2.06 96 29.8 103 113 97 110 32.8 113 941 99 108.6 109 1.023 108
83/81 14.3, 109 2.09 94 30.0 102 113 97 110 33.0 112 1,009 98 107.4 107 1.084 105

78/76 15.6 110% 1.39 67% 21.6 74% 91 94 91 19.7 67% 669 93% 136.3 136% 912 127%
80/78 15.9 115 1.33 65 21.2 75 91 94 91 19 3 68 767 93 142.4 142 1.093 132
81/79 15.5 112 1.38 67 21.4 75 91 94 91 19.5 69 810 93 144.4 144 1.170 135
82/80 15.1 112 1.48 69 22.3 77 89 93 90 20.1 69 914 96 134.5 135 1,229 130
83/81 15.2 115 1.45 65 22.1 75 89 93 90 19.9 67 989 96 134.0 134 1.325 129

78/76 15.4 108% 2.10 102% 32.2 110% 102 108 103 33.2 114% 734 102% 101.9 102% 748 104%
80/78 15.6 112 2.05 101 31.9 113 102 108 103 32.9 117 850 103 110.1 110 935 113
81/79 15.6 112 2.10 102 32.7 115 102 1,08 103 33.7 118 902 104 113.2 113 1,021 118
82./80 14.9 111 2.26 105 33.7 117 100 104. (01 34.0 118 922 97 115.6 116 1,066 112
83/81 15.0 114 2.27 102 33.9 115 100 104 101 34.3 117 990 96 116.1 116 1,150 112

78/76 17.8 125% 1.61 79% 28.7 98% )14 118 115 33.0 113% 698 97% 118.1 lie% 624 119%
80/78 17.8 128 1.59 78 28.3 100 114 118 115 32.5 115 833 101 114.9 115 958 116
81/79 17.5 126 1.63 80 28.6 101 114 118 115 32.9 116 913 105 115.4 115 1.053 122
82/80 17.0' 126 1.75 82 29.8 103 113 115 113 33.7 116 970 102 111.1 111 1.078 114
83/81 16.5 126 1.85 83 30.7 104 113 115 113 34.7 118 1,031 100 108.8 109 1.121 109

,a
83/81 Identities 1153 asi the fluid year of appropriations (F,Fa,F12) and 1981 as the year for support data (A,8,C,D,E,G,H).



Table 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY 1978, 1980-83* (continued)
.

KANSAS

KENTUCKY

LOUSIANA

MAINE

MARYLAND

MASSACHUSETTS

MICHIGAN

MINNESOTA

4 cl

f)
Allocation to
Public Higher
Education

APP
Appropriations
per Student
(TAX .x *8/ENROL)

Percent
of Tax Dollars pr Student

Revenues Indite Actual Adjusted Index

//7
Tuition
Factor

TUITION OUTPUT INPUTS
Estimated Tuition ' Estimated Appro- Potential Tax
per Student priation & Tuition Revenues per
APP (TUITION Revenue per Student Student Adjusted
FACTOR- 1.00) Adjusted IAPP + 0/4/ //lx *2* #31

TUITION)
Dollars Dollars

per Student P41 Student
Value index Actual Adjusted Index Adjusted index Adjusted Index Percent Index

Factor Dolls.. per Student

PROCESS
Collective
Financial
Actions
WS* /Mx #71

78/76 14.1 137% 2.518 2.229 88% 1.27 100% 680 635 93% 2.856 89% 18,628 76% 15.3 1.17%80/78 15.7 148 3.200 2,832 91 1.26 100, 832 778 96 3.601 92 21,276 73 16 9 12781/79 15.8 145 3.518 3.113 93 1.23 98 809 756 91 3.864 93 22.773 75 17.0 12482/80 15.0 138 3.627 3,154 88 1.24 99 870 813 91 3,980 89 24,257 74 16.4 12183/81 14.7 140 3.800 3.304 90 1.22 97 836 781 82 4.103 89 26,361 75 15.6 118

78/76
80/78

11.6
14.5

112%
137

2.559
3.586

2.370
3.321

93%
107

1.3
1.27

103,
,10

793
968

684
835

100%
103

3,076
4,179'

95%
107

23.311
27,462

95%
94

13.2
15.2

101%
11481/79 13.2 121 3.611 3.343 100 1.23 98 830 716 86 4,074 98 28.873 95 14.1 10382/80 13.9 127 3.975 3,681 103 1.21 97 835 732 82 4,413 99 29.654 90 14 9 10983/81 13.3 127 4.041 3.742 102 1.24 98 970 851 90 4,598 100 31,510 90 14.6 111

78/76 10.3 100% 2.185 1.968 78% 1.22 96% 481 453 66% 2,423 75% 24.145 98% 10 0 77%80/78 12.3 116 3.080 2.775 89 1.24 98 739 697 86 3,472 89 29,555 101 11 7 8881/79 13.0 119 3.690 3.324 100 1.22 98 612 766 92 4,092 98 31.463 103 13.0 9582/80 13.3 122 4.051 3,585 100 1.20 96 810 757 85 4.340 97 34,978 107 12.4 9183/81 12.1 116 4.022 3,559 97 1.19 94 764 714 75 4.273 93 38,675 114 11 0 _84

78/76 6.2 60% 1.895 2.083 82% 1.37 108% 701 599 67% 2,705 84% 28,871 117% 9.4 72%80/78 6.9 65 2.484 2.730 86 1.49 118 1217 1040 129 3,856 99 34,440 118 11.2 8481/79 7.2 66 2,602 2,860 86 1.4E 117 1197 1023 123 3,958 95 34,496 113 11 5 8482/80 6.9 63 2,690 3.056 86 1.45 116 1210 1261 141 4.333 97 39,017 119 11.1 82
83/81 6.9 66 2.906 3,303 90 1.47 117 1366 1423 150 4,747 103 41,502 119 11.4 87

78/76 8.7 85% 2,372 2,099 83% 1.40 110% 949 999 146% 3,046 94% 22,227 90% 13.7 105%80/78 9.7 92 2.934 2.597 84 1.42 113 1232- 1297 161 3.823 98 26.108 89 14.6 11081/79 10.3 94 3,253 2.878 86 1.38 110 1236 4720 566 4,489 108 28,976 95 15.5 11382/80 9.9 90 3.377 2.989 84 1.38 110 1283 1323 148 4,237 95 28,679 87 14.8 109
83/81 10.2 98 3,681 3.257 89 1.38 110 1399 1442 152 4,618 100 30,549 87 15.1 115

78/76 4.3 42% 1,816 1,996 79% 1.22 96% 399 425 62% 2,435 76% 33,975 138% 7.2 55%
80/78 4.5 42 2,316 2,545 82 1.22 97 510 542 67 3,105 79 39,793 136 7.8 5881/79 4.1 38 2,244 2.466 74 1.21 97 471 501 60 2,984 72 41,591 136 7.2 5282/80 4.4 41 2,444 2,746 77 1.22 98 538 578 65 3,313 74 45,463 139 7.3 54
83/81 4.5 43 2,716 3,052 84 1.36 108 978 ' 1052 111 4,105 89 49,783 142 8.2 63

78/76 9.9 96% 2,298 2,253 89% 1.44 113% 1011 936 137% 3.213 100% 22,103 90% 14.5 111%
80/78 9.7 91 2,831 2.775 89 1.43 113 1217 1127 140 3,930 100 25.843 88 15 2 114
81/79 8.2 75 2,575 2.525 1.41 113 1056 978 117 3,525 85 26,777 88 13 2 96
82/80 8.4 77 2,653 2,653 74 1.42 114 1114 1071 120 3,730 84 27,103 83 13 8 101
83/81 8.6 82 2.914 2,914 BO 1.52 121 1515 1457 153 4,385 95 28,886 83 15.2 115

78/76 9.2 89% 2,628 2,306 91% 1.28 101% 736 624 91% 2,926 91% 21,142 86% 13.8 106%
80/78 9.4 89 3,195 2,803 90 1.27 101 863 731 91 3.528 90 25,611 87 13.8 103
81/79 8.7 80 3,209 2.815 84 1.26 101 834 707 85 1,516 84 27,750 91 12.7 93
82/80 9.0 83 3,268 2,892 81 1.27 102 882 767 86 3,673 82 28,828 88 12.7 94
83/81 9.2 88 3.350 2,965 81 1.30 103 1005 874 92 3,854 84 29,738 85 13.0 98

* 83/81 Identifies 1963 as the fiscal year of appropriations (F,Fa,Fb) and 1961 as the year for support data (AALC,D,E,G,11). 4"



TABLE 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, PeS 1978, 198o-83

#1 42 ENROL #3 ENROL ADJ #4 #5 TAX
Resident Student Collge Student System Cost Student Tax Tax Effort Tax Revenue
Source High Attendance Enrollment Index Enrollment Capacity (#4 x #5)
School, Grads Ratio (41 x 42) Adjusted

(ENROL x #3)

High School
Grads par

1,000
Pock Index

FTE Public
Students per
Hieh School

Grad Index

FTE Public
'Students par

1,000
Pork Index App. Tuition Total

Public Students
Load Adjusted

pr 1,000
PoP. Index

Dollars per
Capita Index Percent Index

Dollars pr
Capit Index

MISSISSIPPI 78/76 12.1 85% 2.56 125% 30.9 106% 101 100 101 31.2 107% 511 71% 92.2 92% 471 65%
80/78 11.8 85 2.52 124 29.7 106 101 100 101 30.0 107 578 70 93.6 94 541 66
81/79 12.6 91 2.41 118 30.5 107 101 100 101 30.8 108 607 70 96.5 97 586 68
82/80 12.4 92 2.45 114 30.3 105 102 102 102 30.9 107 659 69 96 d 96 636 67
83/81 12.6 95 2.56 115 32.1 109 102 102 102 32.8 111 737 72 94.6 95 698 68

I

MISSOURI 78/76 14.7 104% 1.66 81% 24..4 84% 97 104 99 24.2 83% 683 95% 82 6 83% ' 565 79%
80/78 14.6 105 1.64 80 23.9 85 97 104 99 23.6 84 784 95 79.5 80 624 76
81/79 14.7 106 1.59 78 23.4 82 97 104 .99 23.1 81 842 97' 82 1 82 691 80
82/80 14.2 105 1.74 81 24.6 85 98 105 99 24.4 84 889 94 83.6 84 743 78
83/81 13.7 104 1.84 82 25.3 86 98 105 99 25.0 85 948 92 81 2 81 770 75

MONTANA 78/76 16.5 116% 1.90 93% 31.4 108% 89 110 93 29 2 100% 741 103% 94.9 95% 703 98%
80/78 15.9 115 1.92- 94 30.4 108 89 110 93 28.3 100 891 108 87 9 88 784 95
81/79 16.0 115 1.97 96 31.4 111 89 110 93 29 2 103 982 113 87 5 88 859 99
82/80 16.0

15.2
119
116

2.08
2.25

97
101

33.4
34.3

115
116

90
90

101

101
93
93

31.0
31.9

107
108

1,068
1,168

113
113

92 2
92,4

92
92 01}7911, 1 1g:83/81

NEBRASKA 78/76 16.0 113% 1.97 96% 31.6 108% 122 110 120 37 9 130% 727 101% 90.7 91% 659 92%
80/78 16.5 119 1.92 94 31.6 112 122 110 120 37 9 135 817 99 93.4 93 763 93

g 81/79 16.4 118 2.00 98 32.7 115 122 110 120 39 2 138 863 100 97.6 98 843 97
4,) 82/80 16.0 119 2.12 99 33.9 117 130 114 127 43.0 149 920 97 102.2 102 940 99
Z-
s 83/81 15.5 117 2.21 99 34.2 116 130 114 127 43 4 148 997 97 94.8 95 945 92

NEVADA 78/76 11.8 83% 2.28 111% 27.0 93% 81 81 81 21.9 75% 1.093 152% 70.7 71% 773 108%
80/78 11.9 86 2.10 103 25.1 89 81 81 81 20 3 72 1.271 154 60.9 61 773 94
81/79 11.3 81 2.32 113 26.2 92 81 81 81 21 2 75 1,330 154 65 2 65 867 100
82/80 10.9 81 2.38 111 25.9 90 83 84 84 21.7 75 1,454 153 59.5 60 865 91
83/81 11.1 84 2.37 106 26.2 89 83 84 84 22 0 75 1.523 148 61.6 62 938 91

NEW HAMPSHIRE 78/76 15.1 106% 1.53 74% 23.1 79% 90 117 95 21 9 75% 734 102% 75 6 76% 555 77%
80/78 14.3 103 1.52 75 21.7 77 90 117 95 20 7 73 817 99 74 3 74 607 74
81/79 15.6 113 1.39 68 21.7 77 90 117 95 20 7 73 835 96 78 3 78 ' 654 75
82/80 15.2 113 1.45 67 21 9 76 85 121 93 20 4 70 915 96 75 0 75 687 72
83/81 14.6 111 1.54 69 22.6 77 85 121 93 21.0 71 982 95 73.9 74 725 70

NEW JERSEY 78/76 15.3 107% 1.39 67% 21.2 73% 95 93 95 20 1 69% 755 105% 104 9 105% 792 110%
80/78 15.0 108 1.46 72 22.0 78 95 93 95 20 9 74 850 103 114,4 114 972 118
81/79 15.3 110 1.47 72 22 4 79 95 93 95 21 3 75 886 102 117.7 118 1.043 120
82/80 14.8 110 1.54 72 22.8 79 95 92 95 21 7 75 998 105 112 0 112 1.118 118
83/81 14.5 110 1.57 70 22.8 77 95 92 95 21 6 74 1,078 105 111 7 112 1.204 117

NEW MEXICO 78/76 15.6 110% 2.10 102% 32.6 112% 110 121 112 36.5 125% 705 98% 82 9 83% 585 F111.

80/78 15.2 110 2.03 100 30.9 110 110 121 112 34.6 123 842 102 83.0 83 699 85
81/79 15.4 111 1.99 97 30.6 108 110 121 112 34 3 121 894 103 85 0 85 760 dd
82/80 14.8 110 2.11 98 31.3 108 110 119 112 35.1 121 1,015 107 83 1 83 843 89
83/81 14.2 108 2.22 99 31.5 107 110 119 112 35.3 120 1.169 114 89 1 89 1,041 101

5

a 13/81 Identifies 1983 as the fiscal year of appropriations (F,Fa,Fb) and 1981 as the year for' support data (A,11,C,D,E,G,H). 5



UM* 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY 1978, 1980-83* (continued)

we
Allocation to
Public Higher
EducatiOn

APP
Appropriations
per Student
(11CX x #6/ENRCHJ

#7
Tuition
Factor

TUITION
Estimated Tuition
per Student
APP (TUITION
FACTOR-1.00)

Procmd
of Tax Dotter. per Student Factor Dollars per Studont

Revenues Index Actual Adjusted Index Value Index Actusl Adjusted Index

OUTPUT
Estimated Appro-
priation & Tuition
Revenue per Student
Adjusted (APP +
TUITION)

Dollars
per Student

Adjustod hid..

INPUTS PROCESS
Potential Tax Collective
Revenues per Financial
Student Adjusted Actions
(#4/ #1x fax #3) (#5x #6x 07)

Dollars
pr Student

Adjusiod Index Percent Index

MISSISSIPpI 78/76 16.0 155% 2,437 2,413 95% 1.27 100% 658 658 96% 3,064 95% 16.356 66%
80/78 17.0 160 3,093 3,062 99 1.26 100 80 r4 804 100 3,859 99 19.228 6681/79 17.4 159 3,340 3,307 99 1.24 99 802 802 *96 4,101 98 19,715 65
82/80 17,2 158 3,603 3,533 99 1.25 100 901 883 99 4,416 99 21.346 6583/81 16 4 157 3,566 3.496 96 1.25 99 891 874 92 4.370 95 22,487 64

MISSOURI 78/7% 9.6 93% 2.243 2,282 90% 1.31 103% 686 660 96% 2.929 91% 28,261 115%80/78 10.4 98 2,716 2.800 90 1 28 102 760 731 91 3,511 90 '33.149 11381/79 10.3 94 3.052 3,146 94 1.27 102 824 792 95 3,915 94 36,442 120
82/80 9.0 83 2.716 2,771 78 1.27 102 733 698 78 3.484 78 36.459 111
83/81 9.3 89 2,824 2,881 79 1.28 102 791 753 79 3.651 79 37.884 108

MIDN7ANA 78/76 10.0 97% 2,239 2,516 99% 1.27 100% 605 550 80% 3,058 95% 25.404 103%
80/78 10.0 95 2,583 2.903 93 1 25 99 646 587 73 3.472 89 31.506 10881/79 10.0 91 2.722 3.058 92 1.24 99 653 594 71 3.629 67 33,596 110
82/80 11.0 101 3,257 3,619 101 1 23 98 749 742 83 4.308 96 34.428 105
83/81 11.4 109 3,580 3.978 109 1.22 97 788 780 82 4.697 102 36.640 105

NEBRASKA 78/76 14.1 136% 2,936 2,406 95% 1.28 101% 822 747 109% 3.132 97% 19,187 78%
80/78 13.9 131 3,364 2,758 89 1%25 99 841 765 95 3.505 90 21.540 74
81/79 14.0 128 3,605 2,955 89 1.25 100 901 819 98 3.755 90 21.994 72
82/80 13.6 125 3,779 2,907 81 1 26 101 983 862 97 3.749 64 21,367 65
83/81 13.9 133 3,852 2,963 81 1.26 100 1002 879 92 3.822 83 22.956 66

NEVADA 78/76 9.1 88% 2,606 3.217 127% 1.23 97% 599 740 108% 3.957 123% 50,022 203%
80/78 10.2 97 3.157 3,897 126 1 24 98 758 935 116 4,832 124 62.578 214
81/79 9.4 86 3.096 3,822 115 1.22 98 681 841 101 4,663 112 62.645 205
82/80 9.4 87 3.154 3.800 106 1.21 97 662 788 98 4,543 102 66.865 204
83/81 9.5/ 91 3,394 4,089 112 1,21 96 713 849 89 4.889 106 69,153 198

NEM HAMPSHIRE 78/76 5.9 57% 1,405 1,561 62% 2.12 167% 1574 1345 196% 3,136 97% 33.431 136%
80/78 5.5 52 1,533 1,704 55 2.10 167 1687 1442 179 3,390 87 39.562 135
81/79 5.5 50 1,659 1,843 55 2.16 173 1924 1645 197 3.772 90 40.398 133
82/80 6.2 57 1,943 2,285 64 2.13 170 2195 1814 203 4,449 100 44.914 137
83/81 5.2 50 1,663 1,957 54 2.21 175 2013 1663 175 3.953 86 46.698 133

NEM JERSEY 78/76 7.6 74% 2,853 3.003 118% 1 31 103% 884 951 139% 3.934 122% 37,579 152%
80/78 7.2 68 3,190 3,358 108 1.30 103 957 1029 127 4.365 112 40,709 139
81/79 7.2 66 3.356 3,532 106 1.29 103 973 1046 126 4.557 109 41.688 137
82/80 7.4 68 3,653 3,846 108 1,29 103 1059 1152 129 4,961 111 46.104 141
83/81 7.1 68 3,764 3,962 108 1 30 103 1129 1227 129 5.150 112 49,819 142

NEM MEXICO 78/76 14.6 142% 2.621 2,383 94% 1 28 101% 734 607 89% 2,996 93% 19.293 78%
80/78 14.7 139 3,329 3,027 98 1 21 96 699 578 72 3.597 92 24,341- 83
81/79 15.4 141 3,822 3,475 104 1 20 96 764 .632 76 4.095 98 26,097 86

d 82/80 16.1 148 4,336 3.941 110 1 21 97 910 765 86 4,684 105 28,942 88
83/81 14,1 135 4.644 4,222 116 1 19 94 882 741 78 4.934 107 33.125 95

* 83/81 Identities 1883 as the fiscal year of appropriations (F,Fa,Fb) and 1981 as the year for support data (4,11,C,D,E,G,H).

18 7 141%
20 1 150
20 8 152
20 7 152
19 4 148

10 4 79
10 6 79
10 7 79
9 6 70
9.6 73

12 0 92%
11 0 81
10 6 79
12 5 92
12 8 97

16 1 125%
16 3 122
17 1 125
17 5 129
16 6 126

7 9 61%
7 7 be
7 4 54
6 8 SO
7.1 54

9.4 72%
8 6 64
9 3 68
9.9 73
8.5 64

10.5 80%
10.7 80
10 9 80
10.8 79
10.3 79

15.5 119%
14.8 111
15 7 115
16.2 119
14.9 113



TABLE'41 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SVPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FTS 1978, 1980-83*
.

#1 #2. ENROL *3 ENROL ADJ ti4 #5 TAX
1

Resident Student College Seudent System Cost Student Tax Tax Effort Tax Revenue
-

Source High Attendance Enrollment Index ,d/ Enrollment Capacity (#4 x #5)School Grad* Ratio (//1 tc #2) Adjusted
(ENROL x #3) ,

Dollars pas
Capita Index.

NEW YORK

NORTH CAROLINA

..

a

NORTH DAK100

OHIO
IW
0%
I

OKLAHOMA

1

'

OREGON

PENNSYLVANIA

RHODE ISLAND
*

5

High

'N

School
Grads per

1,000
'pp?. Index

FTE Public
Students per .
High School

Grad Index

FTE Public
1Students per

1,000
PoP. Index App. Tuition Total

Public Students
Load Adjusted .

per 1,000
Pop. Index

Dollars per
Capita Indea Percent Index

78/76 13.5 95% 1.71 '83% 23.1 79%' 96. 89 94 21.7 74% 676 94% 169.6 170%80/78 13.6 98 1.68 83 22.8 81 96 8g 94 21.4 76 752 91 $67.9 168
81/79 13.8 100 1.67 82 23.2 81 96 89 94 21.8 77 772 89 171.0 171
82/80 13.5 101 1.74 81 23.5 81 95 89 94 22.1 77 857 90, 167.4 167 4
83/81 13.1 100 4.81 81 23.7 81 95 89 94 22.3 76 916 89 171.01 171

I

78/76 13.1 93% 2.21 107% 29.0 99%. 94 '99 95 27.5 94% . 597 83% 86,4 86%
80/78 12.9 93 2.25 111 29.1 103 -94 99 . 95 27.7 98 677 82 86.5 86 V
81/79 12.7 92 2.30 112 29.3 103 94 99 95 27.8 98 708 82 90.9 91
82/80 12.8 "95 2.38 111 30.4 105" 93 99 94 28.6 99 /54 80 96.9 97
83/81 '12.4 94 2.51 113 31'.1 106 93 99 94 t 29.2 99 819 80 95.3 95

4

78/76 18.5 131% 2.12 103% 39.3 135% 86 104 90 35.3 121% 705 98% 94.3 94%
80/78 17,3 125 2.43 120 42.2 150 ' 86 194 00 38,0 135 842 102 82.2 82
81/79 17.1 123 2.41 118 41.1 145 86 104 90 37.0 130 , 941 109 77,7 7882/80 16.3 121 2.64 123 43.0 149 86 107 91 39.1 135 1,028 108 78.8_ 79
83/81 16.2 123 2.74 123 44.3 150 86 107 91 40.3 137 1,271 123 74.0 74

78/76 16.1 113% 1.52 74% 24.4 84% 106 J20 109 26.6 91% 734, 102% 79.4 79%
80/78 A5.5 112 1.54 76 239 85 106 120 109 26.1 93 843 102 81.5 82
81/79 15..5 112 1.59 78 24.6 87'. 106 120, 109 26.9 95 873 101 86.2 86
82/80 14.9 110 1.73 81 25.7 89' ' 105 122 '109 28.0 97 920 97 86.4 87
83/81 14.8 112 1.79 80 26.5 90 /108 122 109 28.9 98 972 94 88.7 89

78/76 13.6 96% 2.57 125% 350 120% 113 106 112 39.2 134% 748 104% 69.4 69%
80/78 13.6 98 2.45 121 33.4 118 113, 10p, 112 37.4 133 875, 106 '70.5 70
81/79 13.5 98 2.46 120 33.4 117 113 169 112 . 37.4 131 937 108 74.0 74
82/80 13.3 99 2.54 118 33.7 116 114 107 112 o 37.7, 130 , 1,106 .117 71.5 72
83/81 12.9 98 2.57 115 33.1 112 114 107 112 37 .0..fr 126 1,311 127 72.6 73

.,

78/46 13.6 96% 2.91 141% 39.6' 136% 100 99 100 39.6 136% 734 102% 94.1 94%
80/78 12.7 91 2.84 140 36.0 128 100 99 100 36.0 128 105 89.3 89
81/79 12.3 89 2.99 146 36.7 129 ' 100 99 100 36.7 129 '

'866
922 106 92.6 93

82/80 12.0 89 3.10 144 37.0 128 99 10' 99 36.7 127 "(979 103 93.3 93
83/81 11.5 87 3.15 141 36.1 123 99 102 99 35.7 122 , 1,019 99 101.2 101

78/76 15.9 112% 1.19, 58% 19.0 65% 101 105 102 19.3 66% 698 97% 97.8 98%
'80/78 15.3 110 1.21 60 18.5 66 101 105 102 18.9 67 793 96 100.5 101
81/79 15.5 112 1.19 58 18.5 65 101, 105 1.02 18.9 66 806 93 165.4 105
82/80 14.7 109 1.39 61 19:1 66 98 103 99 18.9 65 880 93 103.8 104
83/81 14.4 110 1.34 60 19.3 66 101 103 102 19.7 67 931 80 104.8 105

78/76 13.3 94% 1.77 86% 23.5 81% 99 105 100 23.5 81% 626 87% 110.8 111%
80/78 13.2 95 1.86 91 24.6 A97 99 105 100 24:6- 87 701 85 109.9 110
81/79 \ 13.6 98 1.85 90 25.1 88 99 105 100 25.1 88 727 84 121.0 121
82/80 13.5 100 1.93 90' 26.0 90 98 103 99 25.7 89 796 84 123.1 123
83/81 13.5 102 1.95 87 26.2\ ps 98 103 99 25.9. 88 14- 129.9 130

.

c827

, * 83/81 Identifies 1983 as the fiscal year of appropriations (F,Fa,FIA and 1981 as the year for support data (k13,C,D,E,G,H).

1:147 159%
1,262 153
4,320 152
1,434 151
1 567 152

516 72%
585 71
644 74
731 77
780 76

665 92%
692 84
731 84
809 85
941 91

582 81%
687 83
752 87
798 84
862 84e

519 72%
117 75
ee3 80
791 83
95-2 92

691 96%
774 94
854 99
914 96

1,031 100

682 95%
797 97
850 98'

913 96
975 95

693 96%
771 93
880 102
980 103

1,075 104
i

5()



Table 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER ,EDUCATION, FY 1978, 1980-83* (continued)

NEM YORK '78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

#8
Allocation to
Public Higher
Education

APP
Appropriations
per Student
(TAX xi#6/ENROL)

Percent
of Tax Dollars per Student

peonues Index Actual Adjusted Index

6.1
6.8
7.0
7.1

' 6.9
1

NORTH CAROLINA 78/76 16.2
80/78 17.4
81/79 4 17.8

82/80 17.3
83/81 17,

NORTH DAKOTA 78/76 14.4
80/78 16.5
81/79 16.5
82/80 19.6

.83/81 16.9

OHIO,

OKLAHOMA

OREGON

78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

78/76
80/78
81A79

c 92/80
83/9-1

pENNSYCVANIA 78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

RHODE ISLAND" 4

78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

8.8
_8.0

8.6
8.2

12.11
12.9
13.3
13.7
13.1

7.6
7.3
6.9
7.2
7.5

8.5
9.2
8.8
8.4
8.3

#7
Tuition
Factor

TUITION
Estimated Tuition
per Student
APP (TUITION
FACTOR= 1.00)

OUTPUTr INPUTS
Estimated Appro- /Potential Tax
priatron & Tuition / Revenues per
Revenue per Student Student Adjusted
Adjusted (ApP + (#4/ #1x #2x #3)
TUITION)

Dollars Dollars
Factor Dollars per Student per Student per Student
Value Index Actual Adjusted Index Adjusted Index Adjusted Index Percent Index

PROCESS
Collective
Financial
Actions
(#5x 06x #7)

59% 3.008 3.134 123% t.19 94% 572 - 642 94% 3,808
64 3.781 3.939 127 1.31 104 1172 1317 163 5,269
64 4,011 4.178 125 1.27 102 1083 1217 146 5,419
65 4.340 4.569 128 1.27 102 1172 1317 147 5.864
66 4,578 4.819 132 1.27 101 1236 1389 146 6,185

157% 2.873 3.057 120% 1.16 93% 517 522 76% 3.569
164 3.498 3.721 120 1.17 93 595 601 74 4,308
163 3,921 4.171 125 1.16 93 627 634 76 4,787
159 4,156 4.468 125 1.14 91 582 588 66 5.040
165 4,321 4.646 127 1.14 90 605 611 64 5,240

140% 2,436 2.833 112% 1.25 98% 609 586 85% 3.384
156 2,706 3.147 101 1.23 98 622 598 74 3,698
151 2.926 3.403 102 1.21 97 614 591 71 3.934
180 3.701 4,304 120 1.24 99 888 830 93 5.043
162 3.589 4.173 114 1.25 99 897 838 88 4,930

86% 2.103 1,984 78% 1.54 121% 1136 947 138% 2,972
85 2.594 2.448 79 1.50 119 1297 1081 134 3.570
81 2,708 2,555 77 1.50 120 1354 1128 135 3.726
79 2.668 2,541 71 1.49 119 1308 1072 120 3.648
78 2,666 2,539 69 1.54 122 1440 1180 124 3.766

117% 1,789 1,583 62% 1.28 101% 501 473 69% 2.044
122 2.385 2.111 68 1.26 100 620 585 72 2,684
122 2,768 2.450 73 1.22 98 609 575 69, 3.015
126 3.219 2,824 79 1.20 96 644 602 67 3.449
126 3.776 3.312 91 1.19 94 717 671 71 4.012

133% 2,388 2,388 94% 1.29 102% 692 699 102% 3.0Ei0
132 3.008 3,008 97 1.28 102 842 851 105 3.850

V31 8
2.874
3.166

2,874
3.198

86
90

1.29
1.30

103
104

833
950

842
931

101
104

3.707
4,157

107 34194 3.226 88 1.34 106 1086 1065 112 4,323

74% 2,748 2.721 107% 1.43 113% 1182 1125 164% 3.852
69 3.146 3115 100 1.47 117 1479 1408 174 4,534
63 3,180 3.148 94 1.48 118 1526 1454 174 4.614
66 3.424 3.494 98 1.50 120 1712 1662 186 5.188
72 3.777 3,740 102 1.56 124 2115 2054 216 5,777

83% 2.512 2,538 100% 1.39 109% 980 933 136% 3.492
87 2.896 2.926 94 1.34 106 985 938 116
80 3.076 3.107 93 1.35 108 1076 1025 123 4.152
77 3,170 3,234 91 1,36 109 1141 1108 124 4,354
80 3,416 3.485 95 1.37 109 1264 1227 129 4,727

118%
135
130
131
134

111%
110
115
113
114

105%
95
94
113
107

92%
91
89
82
82

63%
69
72
77
87

96%
98
89'
93
94

119%
116
111
116
125

108

100
98
103

* 83/81 Identifies 1983 as the fiscal year of appropriations (F,Fa,Fb) and 1981 as the year for support data (A,B,C,D,E,G,H).

31,150 126% 12.2 94%
35.038 120 15.0 113
35,468 116 15.3 112
38.719 118 15.1 111
41,052 117 15.1 114

21.685 88% 16.5 126%
24,456 84 17.6 132
25.487 84 18.8 137
26,367 80 19.1 140
28,041 80 18.7 142

19.948 81% 17.0 130%
22.176 76 16.7 125
25.410 83 15.5 113
26,284 80 19.2 141
31.549 90 15.6 119

27,546 112% 10.8 83%
32,291 110 11.1 83
32,485 107 11.5 84
32,854 100 11.1 82
33,648 ?6 11.2 85

19.090 77% 10.7 82%
23,403 80 11.5 86
25.070 82 12.0 88
29.324 89 11.8 86
35,396 11.3 86

18,535 75% 16.6 127%
24.051 82 16.0 120
25.112 62 14.8 108
26.698 al 15.6 114
28.514 81 15.2 115

36.097 146% 10.7 82%
42.054 144 10.8 81
42,667 140 10.8 79
46.509 142 11.2 82
.47.208 135 12.2 93

26,577 108% 13.1 101%
28,550 97 13.6 102
28,967 95 14.3 105
30.916 94 14.1 103
31,911 91 14 8 113
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TABLE 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY'S 1978, 1980-8ie

#1 #2 ENROL #3 ENROL AOJ #4 #5 TAX
Resident Student College Student System Cost Student Tax Tax Ef f ort Tax Revenue
Source High Attendance Enrollment Index EnrollMent Capacity 1#4 x #51
School &ads Ratio 0111 x #21 Adjusted

, (ENROL x #3),

High School
Grads per

1.100
pop. Index

FTE Public
Students per
High School

Grad Index

FTE Public
Students per

1,000
PoP. Index App. Tuition Total

Public Students .
load Adjusted lie

per 1,000
Pogo. Index

Dollars per
Capita Index Percent Index

Dollars per
Capit Indfix

OUTH CAROLINA 78/76 13.4 94% 1.98 96% 26.5 91% 114 107 113 29.9 103% 561 78% 84.4 84% 474 66%
80/78 13.1 95 2.02 99 26.5 94 114 107 113 30.0 106 635 77 86.4 86 549 67
81/79 13.3 95 2.00 98 26.5 93 114 107 113 30.0 105 657 76 91.3 91 600 69
82/80 13.3 98 2.09

,
97 27.7 96 109 105 108 29.9 103 714 75 95.5 95 682 72

83/81 13.0 98 2.13 95 27.6 94 109 105 108 29.8 101 774 75 95.3 95 737 72

SOUTH DAKOTA 78/76 17.5 123% 1.54 75% 26.9 92% as 113 94 25.3 87% 655 91% 91.0 91% 595 83%
80/78 17.1 124 1.67, 82 28.6 102 89 113 94 26.9 96 759 92 83.9 84 637 77
81/79 17.0 122 1.69 83 28.8 101 89 113 94 27.0 95 822 95 83.9 84 690 80
82/80 16.4 122 1.81 84 29.7 103 89 115 94 27.9 96 859 91 88.3 88 758 80
83/81 16.1 122 1.98 '89 31.8 108 89 115 94 29.9 101 888 86 92.9 93 825 80

TENNESSEE 78/76 12.5 88% 1.94 95% 24.4 84% 107 106 107 26.1 89% 597 83% 80.4 80% 480 67%
80/78 11.5 83 2.21 108 25:4 90 107 106 107 27.2 96 677 82 84.1 84 589 69
81/79 11.6 83 2.22 108 25.7 90 107 106 107 27.5 97 701 81 86.8 87 609 70
82/80 12.0 89 2.17 101 26.0 90 109 107 109 28.3 98 750 79 84.2 84 632 67
83/81 12.2 92 2.10 94 25.6 87 109 107 109 27.9 95 813 79 87.0 87 707 69

TEXAS 78/76 12.8 90% 2.56 125% 32.8 112% 108 103 107 35.1 120% 834 116% 67.4 67% 563 78%
80/78 12.8 92 2.45 120 31.4 111 108 103 107 33.6 119 958 116 64.2 64 615 75

I 12.6 91 2.50 122. 31.5 111 108 103 107 33.7 119 1,011 117 64.4 64 651 75
4.0

81/79
Go '82/80 12.5 92 2.53 118 31.5 109 109 102 107 33.7 116 1,168 123 64.9 65 758 80
t 83/81 12.1 92 2.56 115 31.0 106 109 102 107 33.2 113 1,360 132 64.6 65 878 85

UTAH 78/76 15.8 111% 2.21 108%
1

35.0 120% 105 118 108 37.8 129% 640 89% 89.4 89% 572 80%
80/78 i5.1 109 2.12 104 31.9 113 105 118 108 34.5 122 734 89 91.2 91 670 81
81/79 14.5 104 2.23 109 32.2 113 105 118 108 34.8 122 752 87 99.3 99 747 86
82/80 13.9 103 2.36 110 32.8 113 104 117 106 34.7 120 812 86 101.2 101 821 87
83/t1 13.4 102 2.41 108 32.4 110 104 117 106 34.3 117 890 86 97.0 97 863 84

VERMONT 78/76 15.8 112% 1.83 89% 29:0 99% 86 97 88 25.5 87% 669 93% 108.8 109% 728 101%
80/78 15.9 115 1.76 86 27.9 99 86 97 88 24.6 87 726 88 103.6 104 752 91
81/79 15.7 113 1.72 84 27.0 95 86 97 88 23.7 84' 740 85 109.5 109 810 93
82/80 15.2 113 1.81 84 27.6 95 86 97 88 24.3 84 803 85, 104.2 104 837 88
83/81 14.2 108 1.93 86 27.5 93 86 97 88 24,2 82 864 84 105.2 105 ,909 88

VIRGINIA 78/76 13.5 95% 2.16 105% 29.3 100% 99 103 100 29.3 100% 662 92% 90.2 90% 597 83%
80/78 13.1 94 2.24 110 29.3 104 99 103 100 29.3 104 759 92 86.6 87 657 80
81/79 13.4 97 2.26 110 30.3 107 99 103 100 30.3 107 803 93 88.3 88 710 8)
82/80 13.3 98 2.36 110 31.3 108 99 102 100 31.3 108 899 95 88.3 88 794 81
83/81 13.2 100 2.50 112 33.0 112 99 102 100 33.0 112 969 D4 89.5 89 8(7 84

WASHINGTON 78/76 14.4 102% 2.86 139% 41.3 141% 96 94 96 39 6 136% 719 100% 99 0 99% 712 99v
80/78 13.7 99 2.93 144 40.1 142 96 94 96 38.5 137 842 102 95.3 95 802 97
81/79 13.4* 97 3.11 152 41.7 147 96 94 96 40.0 141 896 103 96.3 96 863 100
82/80 12.8 95 3.29 153 42.2 146 97 96 97 41 0 142 974 103 93.7 94 913 96
83/81 12.6 96 3.02 135 38.1 129 97 96 97 36.9 126 1,021 99 92.1 92 940 91

4

* 83/81 identifies 1983 as the fiscal year' of appropriations (F,Fa,F13) and 1981 as the year for' support data 44,8,C,D,E,G,H).



'fable 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY 1978, 1980-83* (continued)

SOUTH CAROLINA 78/76
80/78
81/79

4- 82/80
83/81

SOUTH DAKOTA

TENNESSEE

TEXAS

UTAH

VERMONT

VIRGINIA

WASHINGTON

78/76
80/78,
81/79
82/80
83/81

78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
85/81

78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

#13

Allocation to
Public Higher
Education

APP
Appropriations
per Student
(TAX x 08/ENROU

Percent
of Tax Dollars peg Student

Revenues Index Actul Adjusted Index

16.0
17.7

.18.3
16.7
15.4

10.0
11.4
10.8
10.0
9.5

11.1
12.5
12.3
12.3
11.8

15.0
16.4
16.8
18.1
16.2

16.1
15.9
15.2
14.4
15.0

,6.0
6.8
6.6
7.0
7.0

10.6
12.5
13.2
12.4
12.7

14.5
14.7
13.0
11.7
11.2

156%
167
168
153
148

98%
107
98
91
90

108%
118
112
113
113

145%
154
154
166
155

156%
150
139
132
144

58%
64
60
64
67

103%
118
121
114

122

140%
138
119
107
107

2.864
3.657
4,147
4.112
4,126

2,223
2.529
2.584
2.545
2,456

2,185
2,810
2.906
2.990
3.246

2.566
3,209
3,468
4,366
4,588

2.633
3,338
3.526
3.609
3,996

1,502
1,821
1.970
2.118
2.308

2.161
2.793
3,094
3,150
3.343

2,496
2.932
2,699
2,530
2,764

2,512
3,208
3,638
3.773
3.785

2.498
2,842
2.903
2,859
2.759

2.042
2,627
2,716
2.743
2.978

2.376
2.971
3,211
4,005
4.209

2.507
3,179
3,358
3,470
3,843

1,746
2.117
2.291
2,462
2.683

2.182
2,822
3,126
3.182
3.377

2.600
3,055
2.812
2,608,
2.850

99%
103
109
106
104

98%
92
87
80
75

80%
85
81
77
81

94%
96
96
112
115

99%
102
101
97
105

69%
68
69
69
73

86%
91
94
89
92

102%
98
84
73
78

#7
Tuition
Factor

TUITION OUTP(JT
Estimated Tuition Estimated Appro-
per Student priation & Tuition
APP (TUITION Revenue per Student
FACTOR-1.00) Adjusted (APP +

TUITION)
Dollars

Factor Dollars per Student per Student
Value Index Actual Adjusted Index Adjusted Index

1.20
1.19
1.19
1.20
1.21

1.41
1.32
1.30
1.34
1.40

1.34
1.29
1.25
1.24
1.27

1.15
1.15
1.15
1.15
1.15

1.29^
1.26
1.24
1.24
1.26

2.26
2.27
2.26
2.38
2.44

1.37
1.37
1.33
1.31
1.32

1.17
1.19
1.19
1.19
1.20

94%
94
95
96
96

111%
105
104
107
111

573
695
788
822
866

911
809
775
865
982

106% 743
1Q2 815
100 727
99 718
101 876

91%
91
92
92
91

102%
100
99
99
100

178%
180
181
190
194

108%
109
106
105
105

92%
94
95
95
95

385
481
520
655
688

763
868
846
866
1039

1892
2312
2482
2922
3323

799
1034
1021
977
1070

424
557
513
481
553

535
649
736
783
825

807
716
686
752
854

701
769
685
671
819

374
467
505
642
675

647
735
717
740
888

1951
2384
2559
3013
3426

776
1003
991
957
1049

451
593
546
501
576

78%
80
88
88
87

118%
89
82
84
90

102%
95
82
75
86

55%
58
61
72
71

94%
91

86
83
93

285%
295
307
337
361

113%
124

119
107
110

66%
73
65
56
61

3.041
3.851
4.367
4,569
4.623

3.335
3,552
3.573
3,627
3.657

2,736
3,388
3,395
3,401
3.782

2.758
3,449
3.728
4,692
4,931

3,145
3,894
4.048
4.221
4.750

3,857
4,696
5,059
5,727
6.399

2.960
3.827
4.116
4.127
4,413

3,042
3,635
3,346
3,104
3.419

94%
98
105
102
100

105%
91
86
81
79

85%
87
81
76
82

86%
88
89
105
107

98%
100
97
95
103

120%
120
121
128
139

92%
98
99
92
96

94%
93
80
70
74

* 83/81 Identifies 1983 es the fiscal year of appropriations (F,Fa,Fb) and 1981 as the year for support data (4,8,C,0,E,G,H).

INPUTS
Potential Tax
Revenues per
Student Adjusted
(#4/ #1x #2x 03)

PROCESS
Collective
Financial
Actions
(#5x I/8x #7)

Dollars
per Student
Adjustefl Index Percent Index

18.745
21.204
21.909
23.883
25.960

25.878
28,207
30,402
30,806
29.737

22,888
24.922
25.520
26.496
29,104

23.786
28,553
29.973
34,681
40,945

16,953
21,294
21,606
23,366
25,935

26,246
29.552
31,163
33.093
35.767

22.605
25.869
26.489
28,671
29.409

18,153
21,868
22.376
23.786
27,641

76%
72
72
73
74

105%
96
100
94
85

93%
85
84
81
83

96%
98
98
106
117

69%
73
71
71
74

106%
101
102
101
102

92%
88
87
87
84

74%
75
73
73
79

16.2
18.2
19.9
19.1
17.8

12

12

,11

'11

12

9
6

3

12.0
13 6
13 3
12 8
13.0

11.6
12.1q

12.4
13.5
12.0

18.5
18.3
18.7
18,1
18.3

14.7
15.9
16.2
17 3
17.9

124%
136
146
141
135

99%
91
66
F,

93

91%
102
97
94
99

89%
90
91
99
92(

142%
137
137
133
139

112%
119
119
127
136

13.1 100%
14 8 111
15 5 114
14 4 106
15 0 114

16 8 128%
16 6 124
15 0 109
13 0 96
12 4 94



TABLE 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION. FY'S 1978,, 1980-83i
#1 #2 ENROL #3 ENROL AbJ 014 MS TAXResident Student College Student System Cost Student Tax Tax Ef f ort Tax Revenue
SOUPCO High Attendance Enrollment Index Enrollment Capacity (#4 x MS)School Grads Ratio (#1 x #2) Adjusted

(ENROL x NM
HisphSewol
°totem'',

1.000

pop. Index

FrEPublic
Stuidehtil w
HIOSamol

Gred Index

FTEPubile
Students per

1,000

pep. Mdex App. Tulticm Total

Public Studems
Load Adjusted

per 1,000

PcWs. Mdex
Dollars per
Capit Mdex Pement Index

Dollars per
Capita Index

WEST VIRGINIA 78/76 13.6 96% 2.01 98% 27.3 94% 100 112 102 27.9 95% 647 90% 87.5 88% 567 79%80/78 12.9 93 2.04 100 26.2 93 100 112 102 26.7 95 751 91 76.5 76 574 7081/79 12.6 91 2.09 102 26.3 93 100 112 102 26.8 94 800 92 82.2 82 658 7682/80 12.4 92 2.19 102 27.2 94 99 113 102 27.7 96 891 94 82.1 82 731 7783/81 12.5 95 2.22 99 27.8 94 99 113 102 28.3 96 926 90 83.1 83 770 75

WISCONSIN 78/76
80/78

16.7
16.8

118%
121

2.11
2.06

103%
1 101

35.3
34.6

121%
123

105
105

110
110

106
106

37.4
36.7

128%
130

698
809

97%
98

113.9
119.5

114%
119

795
966

110%
11781/79 16.7 121 2.14 105 35.9 126 105 110 106 38.0 134 862 99 118.2 118 1.019 11882/80 16.1 120 2.30 107 37.2 129 103 107 104 38.7 134 897 94 116.3 116 1.043 11083/81 15.8 120 2.42 108 38.1 129 103 107 104 39.6 135 936 91 120.3 120 1,125 109

WYOMING 78/76 14.8 104% 2.41 117% 35.5 122% 81 99 85 30.2 104% 1.264 176% 66.1 66% 836 116%80/78 14.3 103 2.29 113 32.7 116 84 99 85 27.8 99 1.248 151 88.1 88 1.099 133,81/79 13.5 97 2.31 113 31.1 109 81 99 85 26.4 93 1,501 173 82.9 83 1,244 14382/80 13.1 97 2.34 109 30.6 106 80 104 86 26.3 91 1.854 195 74.4 74 1.378 145
83/81 12.8 97 2.45 110 31.5 107 80 104 ,86 27.1 92 2,226 216 72.5 73 1.614 157

UNITED STATES 78/76 14.2 100% 2.06 100% 29.2 100% 100 100 100 29.2 100% 719 100% 100.0 100% 719 100%
1

80/78 13.9 100 2.03 100 28.2 100 100 100 100 28.2 100 825' 100 100 0 100 825 1004-0 81/79
82/80

13.9 100 2.05 100 28.4 100 100 100 100 28.4 100 867 100 100 0 100 867 100
i

13.5 100 2.15 100 28.9 100 100 100 100 28.9 100 949 100 100.0 100 949 10083/81 13.2 100 2.23 100 29.4 100 00 100 100 29.4 100 1,029 100 100.0 100 1.029 100

83/81 Identities 1993 as the fiscal year of appropriations IF,Fa,Fbl and 1981 as the year f or support data jA,8,C,D,E,G,10.



Table 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY 1978,A18D-83. (cohtlnued)

WEST.VIRGINIA 78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

M6
Allocation to
Public Higher
Education

APP
Appropriations
per Student
(TAX x MS/ENROL)

Percent
of Tax Dollars per Student

Revenues Index Actual Adjusted Index

12.7
14.4
13.1
12.9
12.1

124%
136
119
118
116

2,641
3,153
3,266
3,465
3,351

2,641
3,153
3,266
3,500
3,385

104%
102
98
98

#7
Tation
FAtor

-
TLIITHA =vim ,
Estimated Tuition Estimated. Appro-
per Student pristion & Tuition
APP (11RTH)N Revenue per Student
FACTOR-1.00) Adjusted (APP +

TUITION)
Do II., a

per Student
Value Index Actual Adjusted Index Adjusted Index
Facto. Dollars per Student

90%
88
91
93
92

370
347
457
554
536

330
310
408
491
474

48%
38
49
55
50

2,952
3,431
3,651
3,940
3,811

92%
88
88
88
83

INPUTS
Potential Tax
Revenues per
Student Adjusted
WV MU 0/23t

PROCESS
Collective
Financial
Actions
10/5s /Ms NV

Dollars
per Student

Adjusted Index Percent Indx

23,242
28,080
29,826
32,096
32,689

94%
96
98
98
93

¶2

12
12

12

11

7

2

2

3

7

97%
91

90
90
89

WISCONSIN 78/76 11.7 114% 2,641 2,515 99% 1.30 102% 792 720 105% 3,239 100% 18,647 76% 17 4 I3J,
, 80/78 11.3 107 3,167 3,016 97 1.32 105 1013 921 114 3,943 101 22,064 75 if 9 13481/79 11 7 107 3,314 3,156 95 1.31 105 1027 934 112 4,095 98 * 22,685 74 18 1 13282/80 11.8 108 3,314 3,217 90 1.32 106 1060 991 iii 4,206 94 23,192' 71 18 i i 383/81 11.4 109 3,364 3,266 89 1.34 106 1144 1069 113 4,335 94 23,624 68 18 3 13

WYOMIN6 78/76 14.6 141% 3,425 4,229 167% 1.21 95% 719 727 ¶06% 4,876 151% 41,824 170% 11 7 89%80/78 12.9 121 4,316 5,138 166 1.16 92 691 698 86 5,890 151 44,841 153 13 1 9881/79 14.5 133 5,816 7,180 215 1.15 92 872 881 106 7,868 189 56,805 186 13 9 10182/80 14.7 135 6,608 8,260 231 1 14 91 925 890 100 8,759 196 70,473 215 12.4 9183/81 14.3 137 7,354 9,192 251 1.12 89 882 848 89 9,577 208 82,204 235 11 7 89

UNITED STATES 78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

10.3
10.6
10.9
10.9
10.4

100%
100
100
100
100

2,539
3,104
3,334
3,572
3,655

2,539
3,104
3,334
3,572
3,655

100%
100
100
100
100

1.27
1.26
1.25
i 25
1.26

ioca
100
100
100
100

685
807
834
893
950

685
807
834
893
950

100%
100
100
100
100

3,224
3,911
4,168
4,465
4,605

100%
100
100
100
100

83/81 identities 1983 as the fiscal year of appropriations (F,Fa,Fb) and 1981 as the year for support data IA,B,C,D,E,13,/8

24,659
29,283
30,488
32,803
34,991

100%
100
100
100
100

13 1

13.4
13.7
13.6
13.2

100%
100
100
100
100



TABLE 5 A

THE
BASIC DATA
FY 1978,1980-83*

Resident High FTE Tax Tax
Population School Public Capacity Revenues

July Graduates Enrollment FY FY
10001 Spring Fall 1000,0001 1000,0001

ALABAMA 78/76 3.737 49,497 112,849 2,069.9 1,668.3
80/78 3.834 48,669 120,085 2,404.6 1.971.6
81/79 3.869 51,088 116,491 2,551.8 2.186.8
82/80 3.895 49.116 119,858 2.799.8 2.384.9
83/81 3.917 48,794 122.761 3.003.0 2.720.0

ALASKA 78/76 392 4,309 8.654 442.7 417.8
80/78 401 4,908 11,992 612.2 712.4
81/79 402 5.281 10.669 757.4 977.0
82/80 403 5.432 11.632 990.3 1,646.2
83/81 412 5.518 11,728 1.373.0 2.533.0

ARIZONA 78/76 2,348 27,207 111.668 1.570.8 1.660.4
80/78 2.518 32,847 112.697 1.890.9 2,067.8
81/79 2.639 31.648 115.973 2.078.5 2.382.4
82/80 2.731 30,640 117.905 2,291.7 2,690.6
83/81 2.794 28.143

)

118.911 2.552.0 2.702.0

ARKANSAS 78/76 2.169 27.787 46,176 1,232.6 956.9
80/78 2,241 28.794 46.577 1,442.5 1.156.8
81/79 2.269 29.502 48.847 1,522.2 1.239.8

0 82/80 2.299 30.209 52,663 1.717.2 1,468.5
.0.

r.)
83/81 2,296 30,691 51.893 1.928.0 1,522.0

o

;

i
CALIFORNIA

0
7176 21.935 291.606

282,321
974,114 17,777.7 20,749.5

878 22.839 893,323 21.694.3 25.203.3
1). 81/79 23,255 289,953 913.538 23,353.0 22.107.8

82/80 23,771 282,038 922.287 26.331.8 26,800.5'
83/81 24,196 267.153 985.615 28,698.0 28.796.0

COLORADO 78/76 2.632 37,291 108.582 2,044.8 1.880.4
80/78 2,767 38,885 105,918 2.511.7 2,285.9
81/79 2.849 39.340 107.421 2,719.5 2,615.9
82/80 2.903 38.787 109,154 3,094.4 2.797.4
83/81 2.965 37.729 110,808 3.442.0 2.877.0

CONNECTICUT 78/76 3.086 48,037 63,901 2,397.5 2.424.5
80/78 3.095 46.839 62.896

63,306
2,758.4 2.755.4

81/79 3.100 46.883 2.914.3 2.980.6
82/80 3,114 46.276 64,422 3,297.2 3,291.9
83/81 3.134 47,041 65.903 3,547.0 3,643.0

DELAWARE 78/76 593 9,483 21.280 524.7 447.1
80/78 598 9.382 21,503 572.4 494.9
81/79 599 9,453 22.125 568.3 542.5
82/80 596 8,985 23.040 631 2 561 4
83/81 598 8,815 23.055 683.0 593.0

F. Fb F. Ga Gt G H

State
Appro-

prtations
1000,0001

279.6
317,4
368.2
371.1
392.4

Local
Appro-
priations
1000,0001

1.6
1 7

1.7
4.0
4.9

64.0 -0.0
72.5 0.0
81.9 0.0
122.4 0.0
148.5 0.0

215.6 45.4
238,4 60.5
278.2 65.5
316.4 71.7
294.0 74.1

,

126.2 0.0
156.3 0.0
164.7 0.0
174.1 0.0
186.5 0.0

1,915.5 764.5
2.764.1 251.9
3,104.8 p00.0
3,269.9 441 0
3,221.3 391.5

220.9, 4.7
244 8 5.9
278.6 6 8
310.7 7.9
350.4 10.2

10.0 0 0
1 1.4 0 0
269 .8 0 0
229.4 0 0
247.5 0 0

44 2 0 0
53.3 0 0
63.8 0 0
72 1 0 0
76 9 0 0

State & System System
Local Appro- Cost Index Cost Tuition

priations Index Factor
1000,0001 Appn. Tuft FY FY

281.2 .99 1.05 1.00 1.27
319.1 .99 1.05 1.00 1.27
369.9 .99 1.05 1.00 1.26
375.1 1.00 1.05 1.01 1.27
396.4 1.00 1.05 1.01 1.28

64.0 .85 .83 .84 1.12
72.5 .85 .83 .84 1,09
81.9 .85 .83 .84 1.09
122.4 .87 .89 .88 1.09
148.5 .87 .89 .88 1.09

261.0 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.24
298.9 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.25
343.7 1.03 1.03 1 03 1.28
388.1 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.29
368.3 f.02 1.02' 1.02 1.30

126.2 1.11 1.06 1 10 1.27
156.3 1.11 1.06 1.10 1.21
164.7 1.11 1.06 / 1 10 1.20
174.1 1.12 1.07 1.11 1.22
186.5 1.12 1.07 1.11 1.25

2.680.0 87 .10-1 .86 1.10
3,016.0 .87 .81 86 1.09
3,404.8 .87 81 .86 1.09
3,710 9 .87 82 86 1.10
3.612.8 .87 .82 .86 1.10

225.6 1.05 1 03 1 06 1 43
250.7 1 05 1 03 1 08 1 45
285.4 1.05 1 03 1 06 1.46
318 6 1.03 1 10 1 05 1.50
360.6 1.03 1 10 1 05 1 50

160 0 .97 .96 .97 1.23
181 4 .97 .96 97 1 23
209 8 .97 .96 .97 1 22
229.4 1 00 .98 99 1 21
247.5 1.00 .98 99 1.21

44 2 1 11 1 23
53 3 1 11 1 23
63 8 1 11 1 23
72 1 1 08 1 19

76 9 1 08 1 19

D.C. 78/76 696 6.442 10,910 580.8 648.7 0.0 36.5 36 5 .90 98
80/78 670 6.372 7.985 630.3 797 5 0.0 48 2 48 2 90 98
81/79 656 7.365 8.671 624 6 826.1 0 0 53.0 53 0 90 98
82/80 637 6,543 8,053 672.8 882.7 0.0 53.0 53 0 92 98
83/81 631 6.462 8,274 721.0 1.049.0 0 0 60 8 60 8 92 98

83/81 identifies 1983 as the fiscal year of appropriations 1F,Fa,Fbl, and 1981 as the year for support data 44,8,C,D,E,G,141

14

14

14

11

1 54
i 62
1 59
1 59

1 1 53

1 05
1 07
L 07
1 06
1 05



TABLE15 A a

THE
BASIC DATA
FY 1978, 0380-83*

FLORIDA

GEORGIA

HAWAII

IDAHO

ILLINOIS

INDIANA

IOWA

KANSAS

KENTUCKY

78/76
i 80/78

-/ 81/79
82/80
83/81

78/76
80/78
'81/79
82/80
83/81

78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
81/81

' -

Resident
Population

.hily

(00O)

8.695
9.132
9,471
9,874
10,183

5.126
5,286
5.391
5.482
5.574

902
929
950
969
981

78/76, 857
80/78 911
81/79 933
82/80 947_
83/81 959

78/76 11.360
80/78 11.434
81/79 11.423
82/80 11.433
83/8i 11.462

78/76 5,372
80/78 5,446
81/79 5,475,
82/80 5,489
83/81 5,468

78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/11

78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

78/76
80/78
81/79
.82/80
83/81

2,904
2,919
2,917
2,911
2,899

2,299
2,333
2,347
2,367
2,383

3,530
3,611
3,644
3,662
3,662

Nigh FTE Tax
School Public Capacity

Graduates Enrollment FY
Spring Fall K00,0001

95,632 210.874 6,504.9
97,286, 218,303 7,686.6
97,742 223,590 8,200.2
97,563 232.801 9,355.3
99,124 230.176 10.596.0

64,798
64,518
67.057
66,775
68,394

13,448
13,377
144049
14,013
14,100

12.127
13,452
19,736
13.496
12,993

168,672
161,721
162,357
157,545
157,600

81,988
77,282,
80.268
78,370
78,749

45,894
47,970
49,163
47,701
46,472

33,123
34,591
34,087
32,773
31.208

44,721
44,934
45,250
45,401
46,262

115.133 3,134.3
114o,92,-- 3.620.6
113.700 3,800.7
111,834 4,262.4.
111,340 4.672.0

35,492
34.295
33,784
93,609
J4,429

24.810
23,732
24,747
26,574
2G.110

324,773
314.674
306.099
304,840
340.115,

Tax
Revenuss

FY
(000,000)
4,764.6
5,644.7
6,414.4
6,908.2
7,762.0

2.726.8
3.237.3
1,637.5
4,100.2
4,545.0

F. Fb F Ga Gt d

State , Local State & * System System
Apprp- Appro..: Local Appro- Cost Index Cost, Tuition
priations priations priations Index Factor
(000,om) Immo 1009,000I Appm Tuit FY FY
484.0 0.0 484.0 .88 .89 .89 1.28
617.2 0.0 617.2 .89 .89 .89 1.27
701.p 0..0 704,0 ' .89 .89 .80 1.25

' 799.4 0.0 .799.4 .92 .90 .91 1.23
843.2 0.0 843.2 .,.92 .90 .91 1.23

302.9 .2.0 304.9 1.05 1.05 1.05 1,29
.385.1 2.9 388.0.) 1.05 A.05 1.05 1.24
432.0 G.3 435.3 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.20
498.9 '3.5 502.4 1.d6 1.07 1.06 1.20
534.2 3.5 537.7 1.06 1.07 1.06 1.21

700.8 829.1 109.6 0.0 109.6 1.00 1:06 1.01 1.16
805.0 938.5 119.1 0.0' 119.1 1.00 1.06 1.01 1.13
846.3 1,080.t .135.4 0.0 135.4 M.00 1.06 1.01 1.12
978.3 1.217.9 154.8 0.0 154.8 .97 1.04 - .99 1.12 .

1.056.0 1.327.0 185.1 0.0 185.1 .97 1.04 ,99 1.11

542.5
669.1
.738.1
786.1
854.0

9,152.4
10.577.8
11,067.7
11,688.0
12.265.0

130.074 3.787.1
126,766 4.449.2
132,276 4.'647.3
142.928 4,814.8
146.340 . 5,098.0

73.103 2,172.6
75,395 2,553.3
77.217 2.734.5
82.829 2.914.0
84,933 1.054.0

84,02311 1.753.0
85.643 2,0401
87.205 2.224.
89,229 2,445.8
90,003 2.681.0

84.945 2.158.4
83,622 , 2.503.1
85.194 2.681.2
89.377 2.888.9
89,967 3,090.0

490.6
594.5
671.0
694.2
741.0

8,639.8
10.062.3
10,941.5
11.977.9
12,883.0

3.118.3
3,676.1
3,913.8
4,056.1
4,510.0

2.010.8
2,258.9
2.547.6
2.789.5
2,999.0

1,504.4
1,743.9
1,937.0
2,150.2
2,332.0

1,880.8
2,067.6
2,324.2
2.561.0
2,732.0

76.1
82.7
93.0
93.9
91%8

671.7
807.1
884.0
913.8
925.8

1.9
2.2
2.7
2.9
3.4

101.5
103.4
132.6
159.8
170.7

78.d .87 1.03
84.9 .87 1.03
95.7 .87 ,1.03
96.8 .87 1.05"
95.2 ' .87 1.05

773.2 1.02
910.5 1.02

1,016.6 1.02
1.073.6 1.01
1,096.5 1.01

.90 1.14

.90 1.12

.90 1.13

.91 1.16

.91 1.17

.94 1.01 1.21

.94 1.01 1.23

.94 1.01 1.22

.96 COO 1.22

.96 1.00 1.23

352.4 0.1 ' 352.5 1.12 1,25 1.14 1.35
411.2 0.1 411 3 1.12 1.25 1.14 1.35-
459.6 0.1 -46'

.

459.7 1.12 1.25 1.14 1.34
482.5 0.1 '482.6 1.10 1.21 1.12 1.35
485.3 0.2 485.5 1.10 1.21 1.12 1.36

215.1 9.3 4224.4 1.12 1.17 1.13 1.30
266.7 10.3 -- 277.0 1.12 1.17 1.13 1.28
281.2 11.5 292.7 1.12 1.17 1.13 1.27
306.7 12.6 309.3 1.11 1.13° 1.11 1.28
350.6 13.5 14.4.1 1.11 1.0 Lit )1.29

,

192.3 19.3 211.6 1.13 1.07 1.12 1.27
245.7 28.4 274.1 1.13 1.0 1.12 1.26.
271.0k 35.8 306.8 1.13 1.07 1.12 1.23
287.2 36.4 323.6 1.15 1.07 1.13 1.24
299.3 42.7 342.0 1.15 1.07 1.13 1.22

217.4
299.9
307.6

-355.3
363.6

0.0
OA)

. 0.0
0.0

217.4 1.08 1.16 1.09 1.31,
299.9 1.08 1.16' 1.09 1.27
307.6 0408 1..16 1.09 1.23
355.3 1.08 1.14 1.09 1.21
363.6 1.08 1.14 1.09 1.24

* 83/81 identifies 1983 as the fiscal year of appropriations (F,Fa,Fb), and 1981 as the'year for support data (A,8,C,D,E,G,H).'



TABLE S

THE
BASIC DATA
PY 1978, 1980-83.

LOUISIANA

MARYfANO
-

MASSACHUSETTS

MICHIGAN

MINNESOTA

MISSISSIPPI

MISSOURI

MONTANA

7 o

A

Resident
Population

July

(000)

High
School

Gradtudes
Spring

C

FTE
Public

EnroMment
Fall

Co

Tax
Capacdy

FY
1000,0001

E

Tax
Revenues

FY
OHL0001

a

-State
Appro-
priations

(000,000)

Pb

Local
Appro-
priallons

1000,0001

P Gs Gt

State 8t System
Local Appro- Cost Index

priallons

.(000,000) Appm Tud

G

System
Cost
Index
FY

H

Tuition
Factor
FY78/76 3,952 54,106 110.251 2,928.2 2,342,4 240.9 0.0 ' 240.9 1.11 1.06 1.10 1.2280/78 4,073 54,086 106,487 3,462.0 2,673.3 328.0 0.0 . 328.0 1,11 1.06 1.10 1.2481/79 4,139 55.477 ' 107,248 3,711.8 ,3,050.2 395.7 0.0 395.7 1.11 1.06 1.10 1.2282/80 4;222' 55,572 111,510 4,368.4 3,395.5 451.7 0.0 451.7 1.13 1.07 4:12 1.2083/81 4,308 56,072 119.379 5,171.0 3,968.0 480.1 0.0 480.1 1.13 1.07 1.12 1.19

78/76 1,090 16,472 23,481 650.8 718.4 44.5 0.0 44.5 .91 1.17 .96 1.3780/78 1,115 16,588 22,542 745.3 808.5 56.0 0.0 ,56.0 .91 1.17 .96 1.4981/79 1,125 17,250 23.593 781.3 856.6 61.4 0.0 61.4 .91 1:17 .96 1.4682/80 1,126 17,314 . 24,391 856.5 951.6 65.6 0.0 65.6 .88 .96 .90 1.45'83/81 1,132 17,444 24.738 924.0 1,046.0 71.9 0.0 71.9 .88 .96; .90 1.47

78/76 4,172 61,522 123.874 3,001.1 3,374.3 260.9 32.9 293.8 1.13 .95 1.09 1.4080/78 4,212 62.501 122.137 3.475.8 3,688.2 315.8 42.6 358.4 1.13 .95 1.09 1.4281/79 4,223 62,043 124,881 3,618.6 3,953.9 357.7 48.5 406.2 1.13 .05 1.00 1.3882/80 4,225 61.265 126.085 3,977.6, 4,320.4 374.8 51.0 425.8 1.13 .97 1.10 1.3883/81 4,263 61,111 128,021 4,302.0' 4,621.0 414.9 56.3 471.2 1.13 .07 1.10 1.38

78/76 5,749 89,771 124,398 3,846.1 5.243.8 225.9 0.0 225.9 .91 .94 .91 1.2280/78 5,743 91.394 121,715 4.407.5 6,276.8 281.9 0.0 281.9 .91 .94 .91 1.2281/79 5,746 89,031 122,952 4,653.5 6,720.4 275.9 0.0 275.9 .91 .94 .91 1.2182/80 5,743 86,699 128,268 5,248.3 7,060.8 313.5 0.0 313.5 .89 .93 .90 1.2283/81 5,773 87,691 127,374 5,707.0 7,649.0 346.0 0.0 346.0 .89 .93 .90 1.36

78/76 9,117 140,237 293,842 6,689.5 6,819.3 635.1 40.2 675.3 1.02 1.08 1.03 1.4480/78 9,202 143,241 293,837 7,821.5 8.608.2 764.6 67.2 831.8 1.02 1.08 1003 1.4381/79 9.249 "4.314 302,462 8,342.1 '9,443.3 703.9 75.0 778.9 1.02 1.08 1.03 1.4182/80 9e255 137.906 311,873 8,587.1 9,867.8 742.3 85.0 827.3 1.00 1.04 1.01 1.4283/81 9,204 137,824 312,458 9,116.0 10,584.0 820.4 90.0 910.4 1.00 1.04 1.01 1.52

78/76 3.957 70,345 113,564 2,761.1 3.261.9 298.5 0.0 298.5 1.14 1.18 1.15 1.2880/78 4.005 71.229 113,336 3,338.1 3,836.9 362.1 0.0 362.1 1.14 1.18 1.15 1.2781/79 4.038 70,739 115,500 3,685.9 4,254.0 370.6 0.0 370.6 1.14 1.18 1.15 1.2682/80 4,083 69,479 121.614 3,961.6 4.402.6 397.4 0.0 397.4 1.13 1.15 1.13 1.2783/81 4,094 67,745 125.579 4,220.0 4,591.0 420.7 0.0 420.7 1.13 1.15 1.13 1.30

78/76 2,430 29,308 75,131 1,241.1 1,144.5 173.7 9.4 183.1 1.01 1.00 1.01 1.2780/78 2,488 29,363 74,006 1.437.2 1,345.5 217.6 11.3 228.9 1.01 1.00 1.01 1.2681/79 2,508 31,706 76,459 1.522.5 1,469.6 242.9 12.5 255.4 1.01 1.00 1.01 1.2482/80 2,523 31,216 76,346 1,662.3 1.603.6 262.0 13.1 275.1 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.2583/81 2,531 31.805 81,356 1,866.0 1,766.0 275.8 14.3 290.1 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.25

78/76 4,824 70.904 117,828 3,296.6 2,724.4 244.1 16.7 260.8 .97 1.04 .99 1.3180/78 4,871 1
1 107 116,360 3,818.7 3,037.4 298.4 17.6 316.0 .97 1.04 .99 1.2881/79 4,889 71,804 114,167 4,118.9 3,380.2 326.5 21.9 348.4 .97 1.04 .99 1.2782/80 4,924 69,825 121,248 4,376.4 3,657.1 307.1 22.2 329.3 .98 1.05 .99 1.2783/81 4,941 67,837 124,837 4,682.0 3,803.0 329.4 23.1 352.5 .98 1.05 .99 1.28

78/76 759 12,504 23,805 562.4 533.8 52.3 1.0 53.3 .89 1.10 .93 1.2780/78 784 12,452 23,846 698.7 614.4 60.5 1.1 61.6 .89 1.10 .93 1.2581/79 789 12,595 q4.801 774.9 678.1 66.5 1.0 67.5 .89 1.10 .93 1.24'82/80 788 12,625 26,282 841.5 775.5 83.7 1.9 85.6 .90 1.01 .93 1.2383/81 793 12.087 27,175 926.0 856.0 95.3 2.0 97.3 .90 1.01 .93 1.22

* 83/81 identifies 1983 as the fiscal year of appropriatiohs (F,Fa,Fb), and 1981 as the year for support data (A,B,C,D,E,G,I-1).



TABLE 5

ThE
BASIC DATA
FY 1978, 1980-53*

NEBRASKA

NEVADA

NEW HAMPSHIRE

NEW %JERSEY

NEW MEXICO

NEW YORK

78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

78/76
80/78
81/79
62/80
83/81

NORTH CAROLINA 78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

NORTH DAKOTA 78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

OHIO

A B C D E Fa Pti F Ga Gt G H

Resident
Population

July
10001
1.549
1,567
1,564
1,572
1.5/7

047
719
765
80/
845

847
894
912
923
936

7,344
7,356
7,373
7.377
7.404

1,195
1,252
1,281
1,305
1,328

17,975
17,720
17,634
17,575
17.602

5,593
5,739
5,802
5,888
5,953

645
651
652
654
658

78/76 10,753
80/78 10,795
81/79 10,799
82/80 10,800
83/81 10.781

High FIE
School Public

Clrachiates Enrollment
Spring Fall

24,822
25,741
25:611
25,141
24,408

7.665
8,579
8,655
8,791
9,368

12,788
12,755
14,248
13.995
13,703

112.011
110.526
112.462
109.240
107,701

18,603
19.056
19,712
19,365
18,865

243,330
240.523
243,844
238,079
230.986

73,498
74.171
73.937
75,436
73.657

11,951
11,291
11,130
10,658
10,638

172,753
167,644
167,284
160.370
159,272

48,879
49,339
51,153
53,269
53,920

17.459
18,026
20.058
20.895
22,156

19,569
19,434
19,834
20.230
21,161

155,381
161.673
164,941
168,175
168,611

.38,986
38,655
39.191
40,848
41,860

415,100
404,324
408,337
413,715
417,967

162,104
167,150
169,719
179,205
184,913

25,327
27,457
26.827
28,100
29,119

262,772
258,442
266.185
277,575
285.690

ax
Capacity

FY
1000,0001
1,125.4
1,275.3
1,350.1
1.445.5
1.572.0

707.4
913.7

1,017.8
1,173.6
1,287.0

621.5
730.4
761.2
845.0
919.0

5,547.1
6,252.4
6,532.2
7,365.9
7,980.0

842.4
1,053.8
1,145.5
1,324.1
1,553.0

12,154.5
13,310.8
13,614.0
15.057.5
16,129.0

3,339.4
3,883.5
4,109.4
4.441.6
4,874.0

454.7
548.0
613.5
672.1
836.0

7,889.9
9,096.3
9,425.3
9,940.3
10,478.0

Tax State
Revenues Appro-

FY priaflons
1000,0001 ,1000,0001
1,021.3 131.0
1,191.6 151.7
1,317.7 165.9
1,477.2 181.1
1,490.0 187.0

500.4
556.0
663.4
698.4
793.0

469.7
542.9
596.4
634.0
679.0

5,816.2
7,152.4
7,691.4
8,247.5
8,913.0

698.6
874.6
974.1

1,100.7
1,383.0

20.614.6
22,360.2
23,275.6
25,201.5
27,586.0

2,883.6
3,358.0
3,736.4
4,304.0
4,644.0

428.8
450.5
476.7
529.4
619.0

6,262.1
7,417.0
8,125.2
8,616.7
9,292.0

45.5
56.9
62.1
65.9
75.2

27.5
29.8
32.9
39.3
35.2

398.7
467.0
501.0
553.5
568.3

95.8
125.7
143.3
171.6
184.1

1,083.5
1,322.0
1,417.5
1,569.2
1,706.6

447.2
561.9
640.0
715.0
768.4

61.2
73.6
77.7
103.0
103.3

Local State & System System
Appro- Local Appro- Cost Index Cost Tuition
priationS

(000,000)
12.5
14.3
18.5
20.2

, 20.7

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

44.6
48.7
52.5
60.9
66.3

6.4
3.0
6.5
5.5
10.3

165.2
206.8
220.2
226.4
206.7

18.6
22.8
25.4
29.7
30.6

0.5
0.7
0.8
1.0
1.2

priations
1000,0001

143.5
166.0
184.4
201.3
297.7

45.5
56.9
62.1
65.9
75.2

27.5
29.8
32.9
39.3
35.2

443.3
515.7
553.5
614.4
634.6

102.2
128.7
149.8
177.1
194.4

1,248.7
1,528.8
1,637.7
1,795.6
1,913.3

465.8
584.7
665.4
744.7
799.0

61.7
74.3
78.5

104.0
104.5

Appm
1.22
1.22
1.22
1.30
1.30

.81

.81

.81

.83

.83

.90

.90

.90

.85

.85

.95

.95

.95

.95

.95

1.10
1.10
1.10
1.10
1.10

.96

.96

.96

.95

.95

.94

.94

.94

.93

.93

Index Factor
TuR FY FY
1.10 1.20 1.28
1.10 1.20 1.25
1.10 1.20 1.25
1.14 1.27 1.26
1.14 1.27 1.26

.81

.81

.81

.84

.84

1.17
1.17
1.17
1.21
1.21

.93

.93

.93

.92

.92

1.21
1.21
1.21
1.19
1.19

.89

.89

.89

.89

.89

.99

.99

.99

.99

.99

.86 1,04
,86 1.04
.86 1.04
.86 1.07
.86 1.07

.81 1.23

.81 1.24

.01 1.22

.84 1.21

.84 1.21

.95 2.12

.95 2.10

.95 2.16

.93 2.13

.93 2.21

.95 1.31

.95 1.30

.95 1.29

.95 1.29

.95 1.30

1.12 1.28
1.12 1.21
1.12 1.20
1.12 1.21
1.12 1.19

.94 1.19

.94 1.31

.94 1.27'

.94 1.27

.94 1.27

.95 1.18

.95 1.17

.95 1.16

.94 1.14

.94 1.14

.90 1.25

.90 1:23
90 1.21
.91 )..:24

.91 1.25

532.7 20.0 552.7 1.06 1.20 1.09 1.54
649.3 21.2 670.5 1.06 1.20 1.09 1.50
698.9 21.9 720.8 1.06 1.20 1 09 1.50
718.1 22.6 740.7 1 05 1.22 1 09 1.49
736.6 25.0 761.6 1.05 1.22 1.09 1 54

83/81 Identifies 1983 as the fiscal year of appropriations (F,Fa,Fb), and 1981 as the year for support data (A,B,C,CI,E,G,H).



TABLE 5 A

THE
BASIC DATA
FY 178. 1980-B3*

,OKLAHOMA 78/76
80/78
81/79
82/80
83/81

OREGON

PENNSYLVANIA

RHODE ISLAND

SOUTH CAROLINA

SOUTH DAKOTA

TENNESSEE

TEXAS

UTAH

Resident High FTE Tax Tax
Population School Public Capacity Revenues

July Graduates Enrollment FY FY
1000/ Spring Fall 1000,0001 1000,000/

F. Ft, F Ga Gt G H

State Local State & System System
Appro- Appro- Local Appro-Cost index Cost 'Tuition
priations priations priations Index Factor
(000,000) (000,000) (000,000) Appn. Tuit FY FY

2,823 38,417 98,780 2,112.0 1,465.3 173.3 3.4 176.7 1.13 1.06 1.12 1.28
2,9.13 39,633 97,214 2,548.1 1,796.3 228.8 3.1 231.9 1.13 1.06 1 12 1 26
2,970 40,228 99,094 2,782.4 2,059.0 271.2 3.1 274.3 1.13 1 06 1 12 1 22
3,038 40,324 102,321 3,360.5 2,404.4 325.6 3.8 329.4 1.14 1.07 1.12 1.20
3,100 39,910 102,513 4,064.0 2,950.0 383.1 4.0_ 387.1 1.14 1 07 1.12 1.19

78/76 2,372 32,294 93,899 1,740.4 1,638.2 189.5 34.7 224.2 1.00 .99 1.00 1.29
80/78 2,610 31,791 90,430 2,174.9 1,943.0 229.1 42.9 272.0 1.00 .99 1 00 1.28
81/79 2,578 31,707 94,677 2,377.5 2,202.7 218.5 53.6 272.1 1.00 .99 1.00 1.29
82/80 2,638 31,564 97.698 2,582.3 2,409.9 249 9 59.4 309.3 .99 1.02 .99 1.30
83/81 2,651 30,400 95,719 2,702.0 2,734.0 240.6 65.1 305.7 .99 1.02 .99 1.34

78/76 11,887 189.376 225,274 8,294.4 8,112.5 595.3 23.7 619.0 1.01 1.05 1 02 1 43
80/78 11,865 181,250 219,363 "0 9,409.6 9,457.4 655.8 34.4 690.2 1.01 1 05 1.02 1.47
81/79 11,874 184,488 220,044 9,576.3 10,096.1 660.8 38.9 699 7 1.01 ,1.05 1 02 1.48
82/80 11,880 174,400 226,985 10,451.3 10,846.0 738.3 38.9 777.2 .98 1 03 99 1.50
83/81 11,871 171,482 229,544 11,053.0 11,580.0 824.5 42.6 867.1 1.01 1.03 1.02 1.56

78/76 950 12,639 22,369 594.5 658.7 56.2 0.0 56.2 .99 1.05 1 00 1.39
80/78 957 12,661 23,513 671.3 737.5 68.1 0 0 68 1 99 1.05 1 00 1.34
81/79 957 13,014 24,027 696.0 842.2 73.9 0.0 73.9 99 1.05 1 00 1.35
82/80 949 12,801 24,671 755.1 929.8 78 2 0 0 78.2 98 1 03 99 1 36
83/81 953 12,821 24,943 788.0 1,024.0 85.2 0.0 85.2 .98 1.03 99 1.37

78/76 2,941 39,418 77,907 1,6W.2 1,393.2 218.8 4.3 223.1 1.14 1.07 1.13 1.20
80/78 3,041 39,897 80,645 1,932.3 1,649.6 289.5 5.4 294.9 1.14 1.07 1.13 1.19
81/79 3,087 40,918 81,886 2,027.3 1,851.9 333.5 6.1 339.6 1.14 1.07 1.13 1.19
82/80 3,127 41,463 86,568 2,232.9 2,131.8 348.9 7.1 356.0 1.09 1.05 1.08 1.20
83/81 3,167 41,031 87,420 2,451.0 2,335.0 352.6 8.1 360.7 1.09 1.05 1.08 1.21

78/76 687 12,031 18,487 449.7 409.1 41.1 0.0 41.1 .89 1.13 .94 1.41
80/78 689 11,806 19,729 523.1 439.1 49.9 0.0 49.9 .89 1.13 .94 1.32
81/79 689 11,717 19,816 566.3 475.4 51.2 0.0 51.2 .89 1.13 .94 1.30
82/80 690 11,321 20,475 592.9 523.3 52.1 0.0 52.1 .89 1.15 .94 1.34
83/81 686 11,024 21,787 609,0 566.0 53.5 0.0 53.5 .89 1.15 .94 1.40

78/76 : 4,329 54,279 105,540 2,584.7 2,078.2 230.6 0.0 230.6 1.07 1.06 1.07 1.34
80/78 4,462 51,346 113,223 3,019.3 2,538.4 318.2 0.0 318.2 1.07 1.06 1.07 1.29
81/79 4,533 52,400 116,367 3,177.6 2,758 5 338.2 0.0 338.2 1.07 1.06 1.07 1.25
82r80 4,595 55,061 119,404 3,448.5 2,902.6 357.0 0.0 357.0 1.09 1.07 1.09 1.24
83/81 4,612 56,192 118,147 3,748.0 3462.0 383.5 0.0 383.5 1.09 1.07 1.09 1.27

78/76 12,903 165,169 423,041 10,766e6 7,258.6 1,039.9 45.5 1,085.4 1.08 1.03 1.07 1.15
80/78 13,498 172,782 423,256 12,931.0 8,303.5 1,302.6 55.5 1,358.1 1.08 1.03 1.07 1.15
81/79 13,887 175,077 437,945 14,045.4 9,045.2 1,451.7 67.2 1,518.9 1.08 1.03 1 07 1.15
82/80 14,321 178,356 450,669 16,723.5 10,858.7 1,887.8 79,6 1,967.4 1.09 1.02 1.07 1 15
83/81 14,766 178,919 458,358 20,081.0 12,969.0 2,016.5 86.4 2,102.9 1.09 1.02 1 07 1 15

78/76 1.272 20,108 44,479 814.4 727.7 117.1 0.0 117 1 1 05 1 18 i 08 1.29
80/78 1,364 20,556 43,561 1,001.8 914 0 145.4 0.0 145 4 1.05 1.18 1 08 1 26
81/79 1,416 20,469 45,631 1,064.8 1,057.8 160.9 0.0 160.9 1.05 1.18 1 08 1 24
82/80 1,472 20,487 48,247 1,195.0 1,208.9 174 1 0.0 174 1 1 04 1 17 1 06 1 24
83/81 1,518 20,365 49,144 1,351.0 . 1,310.0 196.4 0.0 196 4 1.04 1.17 1.06 1 26

7

* 83/81 identifies 1983 as the fiscal year of appropriations (F,Fa,Fb), and 1981 as the year for support data (/1,B,C,D,E,G,H).



TABLE 5 A

THE
BASIC DATA
FY 1978, 1980-830

VERMONT

VIRGINIA

78/76
60/76
81/79
82/80
83/81

Resident
Population

July
(000)

485
496
506
512
516

78/76 5,133
80/78 5,284
81/79 5,325
82/80 5.362
83/81 5,430

WASHINGTON 76/76 3,691
80/78 3,886
81/79 4,013
82/60 4,148
83/81 4,217

WEST VIRGINIA

WISCONSIN

WYOMING

UNITED STATES

-r

78/76 1,877
80/78 1,920
81/79 1,939
82/80 1,950
83/81 1.952

78/76 4,585
80/78 4.631
61/79 4,666
82/80 4,728
83/81 4,742

78/76 395
80/78 431
81/79 452
82/80 475
83/81 492

78/76 217.563
60/78 222,095
81/79 224,567
82/80 227,156
83/81 229,307

High FTE
School PubHc

Graduates Enrollment
Spring
7,687
7,916
7,925
7,796
7,345

69,450
69,178
71,399
71,073
71,657

53,292
53,143
53,801
53,297
53,143

25,484
24,698
24,436
24,227
24,430

76,695
77,871
78,136
76,250
74,734

5,832
6,151
6,089
6,204
6,318

3,087,623
3,077,036
3,117,868
3,059,263
3,023,233

FaH
14,050
13,897
13,656
14,120
14,170

150,279
155,075
161,453
168.045
178,926

152.356
155,807
167,379
175,155
160,526

51,260
50,319
51,005
53,049
54,224

161,856
160.138
167,314
175,749
180,632

14,042
.14.110
14,048
14,528
15,489

Tax
Capacity

FY
1000,000/

324.5
361.4
374.5
411.2
446.0

E F. Fb F C. Gt G H

Tax
Revenues

FY
1000,000I

State Local State & System System
Appro- Appro- Local Appro- Cost Index Cost Tuition

priations priations priations Index Factor
(000,000) (000,000) 1000,000 Appn. Tuit FY FY

353.2 20.9 0.2 21.1 .86 .97 .88 2.26
374.5 25.1 0.2 25.3 .86 .97 .88 2.27
410.0 26.7 0.2 26.9 .86 .97 .88 2.26
428.3 29.7 0.2 29.9 .86 .97 .88 2.38
469,0 32.5 0.2 32,7 .86 .97 .88 2.44

3,397.0 3,065.5
4,011.6 3,474.0
4,276.7 3,778.3
4,818.1 4,256.0
5.262.04 4,709.0

2,655.1
3,270.9
3.595.5
4,041.3
4,304.0

324.7 0.0 324.7 .99 1.03 1.00 1.37
433.2 0.0 433.2 .99 1.03 1.00 1.37
499.6 0.0 499.6 .99 1.03 1 00 1.33
529.4 0.0 529.4 .99 1.02 1.00 1.31
598.2 0.0 598.2 .99 1.02 1.00 1.32

2,629.6 380.3 0.0 380.3 .96 .94 .96 1.17
3,117.0 456.9 0.0 456.9 .96 .94 .96 1.19
3.463.0 451.8 0.0 451.8 .96 .94 .96 1.19
3,788.0 443.1 0.0 443.1 .97 .96 .97 1.19
3,962.0 443.7 0.0 443.7 .97 96 .97 1.20

1,215.2 1,063.6 135.4 0.0 135.4 1.00 1.12 1.02 1.14
1,441.8 1,102.9 158.7 0.0 158.7 1.00 1.12 1.02 1.11
1,551.7 1,275.3 166.6 0.0 166.6 1.00 1.12 1.02 1.14
1,736.7 1,426.3 183.8 0.0 183.8 .99 1.13 1.02 1.16
1,808.0 1,503.0 181.7 0.0 181.7 .99 1.13 1.02 1.16

3,199.3
3,745.2
4,023.2
4,239.0
4,438.0

3,643.7 395.5 32.0 427.5 1.05 1.10 1.06 1 30
4,475.1 463.3 43.8 507.1 1.05 1.10 1.06 1.32
4,755.1 505.3 49.1 554.4 1.05 1.10 1.06 1.31
4.931.8 525.4 57.0 582.4 1.03 1.07 1.04 1.32
5,337.0 543.7 64.0 607.7 1.03 1.07 1 04 1 34

499.2 330.2 42.9 5 2 48.1 .81 .99 .85 1 21
537.8 473.0 51.7 9.2 60.9 .84 99 .85 1.16
678.3 562.1 70.5 11.2 81.7 .81 .99 .85 1.15
880.5 654.7 82.6 13.4 96 0 .80 1.04 86 1.14

1-095.0 794.0 97.2 16.7 113 9 .80 1.04 .86 1.12

6,346,731 156.504.2 156,504.2 14,608.0
6,258,745 183,277.9 183,277.9 18,262.0
6,383,503 194,621.8 194,621.8 19,938 6
6,570,348 215,524.1 215,524.1 21,87B 3
6,746,217 236,055.0 236.055.0 23,048 5

1,503.8 16,111.8 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.27
1,167.3 19,429.3 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.26
1,347.1 21,285.7 1 00 1.00 1 00 1.25
1,591.8 23,471.1 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.25
1,608.4 24,656.9 1.00 1'.00 1.00 1.26

a 83/81 identifies 1983 as the fiscal year of appropriations (F,Fa,F13), and 1981 as the year for support data (A,8,C,D,E,G,H).


